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Background ■  In  a  resolution  passed  by  the  City  Commission  o£  the 
City  of  Valparaiso,  Florida,  on  8  March  1982,  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  was  requested  to  study  the  erosion  problem  along 
approximately  3/4  mile  of  the  southwest  shoreline  of  Boggy  Bayou 
fronting  Bayshore  Drive.  The  initial  study  was  conducted  under 
Section  103  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1962,  as  amended.  The 
District  Engineer  recommended  protective  works  along  700  feet  of 
shoreline  of  Boggy  Bayou  along  Bayshore  Drive.  This 
recommendat ion  was  approved  by  CESAD-PD-P  on  28  March  1985  and 
funding  for  preparation  of  plans  and  specifications  was  approved 
contingent  on  obtaining  assurance  from  the  City  of  Valparaiso  for 
funding  the  non-Federal  cost  share.  On  3  September  1985  and  on 
13  December  1985,  the  City  of  Valparaiso  stated  that  the  current 
financial  situation  did  not  allow  funding  of  the  City's  cost 
share,  but  asked  that  the  project  be  deferred  and  kept  on  the 
open  projects  list.  Since  a  section  of  the  road  and  adjacent 
utilities  are  subject  to  extensive  damage  from  hurricane 
associated  erosion,  it  was  determined,  based  on  technical 
guidance  provided  by  the  South  Atlantic  Division  in  May  1986, 
that  eligibility  criteria  had  been  met  to  qualify  the  proposed 
project  as  an  emergency  shoreline  project  under  Section  14  of  the 
Flood  Control  Act  of  1946.  By  5  December  1986  letter,  the  City 
was  informed  that  the  cost  sharing  rules  had  been  changed  by  the 
Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1986,  and  that  the  cost  share 
to  the  City  would  be  5  percent  of  the  cost  of  construction  plus 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way.  If  the  total  of  these  items 
did  not  come  to  25  percent  of  the  cost  of  construction,  then  the 
City  would  have  to  make  an  additional  cash  contribution  to  bring 
the  non-Federal  share  to  25  percent.  By  letter  dated  13  January 
1987,  the  City  of  Valparaiso  requested  that  the  Mobile  District 
resume  work  on  the  project. 

Study  Results.  Alternative  plans  to  prevent  the  shoreline 
erosion  consisted  of  a  stone  revetment  (Plan  1)  and  a  timber 
bulkhead  with  riprap  toe  (Plan  2B).  Evaluation  of  these  two 
alternatives  and  the  without  project  condition  (no  action  plan) 
resulted  in  selection  of  the  stone  revetment  as  the  best  plan  to 
prevent  the  shoreline  erosion.  The  stone  revetment  plan  will 
protect  the  critical  700  foot  reach  of  the  shoreline  with  a  stone 
dike  along  the  waters  edge  constructed  to  elevation  3.0  National 
Geodetic  Vertical  Datum  (NGVD).  An  earthen  embankment  with 
maximum  slope  of  1  vertical  to  2  horizontal  will  be  constructed 
behind  the  dike.  Revetment  will  be  placed  on  the  slope  to 
elevation  6.0  NGVD  and  the  bank  will  be  planted  with  grass  from 
the  revetment  to  the  top  of  the  slope. 

Views  of  Sponsor:  The  City  of  Valparaiso  fully  supports  this 
project  and  has  approved  a  draft  cost  sharing  agreement  and 
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furnished  a  letter  of  intent  to  fund  the  non-Federal  costs  for 
this  project. 

Views  of  Federal,  State,  and  Regional  Agencies:  All  views  of  the 
agencies  on  this  project  were  either  favorable  or  offered  no 
objection . 

Status  of  Environmental  Coordination.  The  Environmental 
Assessment  was  prepared  in  1984.  The  Section  404(b)(1) 

Evaluation  was  prepared  and  approved  by  District  Engineer  on  19 
January  1985.  The  Finding  of  No  Significant  Impact  (FONSI)  was 
completed  and  approved  by  District  Engineer  on  19  January  1985. 
The  Water  Quality  Certification  by  the  State  of  Florida  was 
issued  on  18  November  1985.  These  documents  were  prepared  for 
the  original  plan  done  under  Section  103  of  the  Flood  Control  Act 
of  1962,  as  amended.  The  plan  presented  in  this  report  (Section 
14  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1946,  as  amended)  is  smaller  than 
the  original  plan  and  the  State  of  Florida  does  not  require 
revision  of  the  Water  Quality  Certification.  However  a  revised 
FONSI  was  prepared  and  approved  by  the  District  Engineer  on  18 
July  1989 . 

Economics  of  the  Recommended  Plan.  The  benefits  consist  of  a 
summation  of  the  value  of  the  land  protected  from  erosion 
($700/yr.),  plus  the  annual  value  of  the  cost  for  road  relocation 
($116,500),  and  traffic  diversion  costs  during  construction  of 
relocated  road  ($1,000),  which  total  $118,200.  The  annual 
charges  associated  with  the  proposed  plan  (Plan  1)  amount  to 
$19,900.  The  benefit-to-cost  ratio  is  5.9  for  Plan  1,  with  net 
NED  benefits  of  $98,300. 

Cost  Sharing  By  the  City  of  Valparaiso.  The  financial  costs  to 
the  City  of  Valparaiso  based  on  April  1990  prices  are  estimated 
as  follows: 


Construction  Cost  $174,300 

Relocations  Cost  34,100 

Total  Project  Cost  $208,400 

Cash  Contribution  by  City  of  Valparaiso 

5  Percent  Total  Project  Cost  of  $208,400  $10,400 

Relocations  Cost  34,100 

Subtotal  $44,500 

Additional  Cash  Contribution  During  Construction 

25%  x  $208,400  =  $52,100  -  $44,500  =  $7 . 600 

Total  Contribution  $52,100 

Total  Cash  Contribution  $10,400  +  $7,600  =  $18,000 
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In  addition  the  City  will  be  responsible  for  maintenance  of  the 
project  which  is  currently  estimated  to  be  $1,300  per  year. 

There  will  be  a  final  financial  accounting  based  on  actual 
construction  costs  for  the  project  and  the  actual  relocation 
costs  paid  by  the  City.  The  above  estimates  will  be  adjusted 
based  on  the  above  guidelines  and  actual  prices. 

Conclusion .  Information  from  local  residents  and  historical 
shoreline  data  indicates  that  the  erosion  rate  of  the  shoreline 
within  the  study  area  is  approximately  three  tenths  of  a  foot  per 
year.  In  some  areas,  erosion  has  caused  the  shoreline  to 
approach  to  within  a  few  feet  of  the  edge  of  Bayshore  Drive.  A 
severe  storm  could  cause  failure  of  portions  of  the  street  and 
adjacent  utilities  at  anytime.  Based  upon  the  investigations 
conducted  during  this  study,  the  annual  benefits  attributable  to 
shore  protection  will  exceed  the  cost  of  construction  and 
maintenance  of  the  recommended  plan.  Any  adverse  social, 
cultural,  aesthetic,  and  environmental  impacts  will  be  mitigated 
by  beneficial  effects. 

Recommendation .  Protective  works  along  700  feet  of  shoreline  of 
Boggy  Bayou  are  needed  to  preclude  possible  destruction  of  public 
access  road  and  utilities.  It  is  recommended  that  Plan  1 
consisting  of  a  stone  revetment  with  an  earth-filled  embankment 
be  constructed,  with  such  mod i f icat ions  as  at  the  discretion  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  may  be  advisable,  at  an  estimated 
construction  cost  of  $174,300  (Apr  90  Prices).  This 
recommendation  is  made  with  the  provision  that,  prior  to  the 
implementation,  the  local  sponsor  will  agree  to  provide  a  cash 
contribution  for  project  construction  presently  estimated  at 
$18,000,  and  to  pay  for  relocations  currently  estimated  at 
$34,100. 
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GENERAL 


In  a  resolution  passed  by  the  City  Commission  of  the  City  of 
Valparaiso,  Florida,  on  8  March  1982,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  was 
requested  to  study  the  erosion  problem  along  approximately  3/4 
mile  of  the  southwest  shoreline  of  Boggy  Bayou  fronting  Bayshore 
Drive.  A  copy  of  the  9  March  1982  letter  from  the  administrative 
assistant  conveying  the  resolution  is  contained  in  Appendix  B. 

STUDY  AUTHORITY 

The  study  was  conducted  under  the  authority  of  Section  14  of  the 
Flood  Control  Act  of  1946,  as  amended.  The  initial  investigation 
was  done  under  the  authority  of  Section  103  of  the  River  and 
Harbor  Act  of  1962,  as  amended.  Since  a  section  of  the  road  and 
adjacent  utilities  are  subject  to  extensive  damage  from  hurricane 
associated  erosion,  it  was  determined  based  on  technical  guidance 
provided  by  the  South  Atlantic  Division  in  May  1986,  that 
eligibility  criteria  had  been  met  to  qualify  the  proposed  project 
as  an  emergency  shoreline  project  under  Section  14. 

DESCRIPTION  OF  STUDY  AREA 

The  City  of  Valparaiso  is  in  Okaloosa  County  on  the  west  bank  of 
Boggy  Bayou,  an  embayment  which  indents  the  north  shore  of 
Choctawhatchee  Bay  about  10  miles  northeast  of  Fort  Walton  Beach, 
Florida.  The  area  is  shown  on  Plate  1.  Eoggy  Bayou  is  about  3.2 
miles  long  and  one-half  mile  wide  with  depths  varying  from  13 
feet  near  the  head  of  the  bayou  to  about  22  feet  at  its  mouth  on 
Choctawhatchee  Bay.  Its  length  is  oriented  in  a  northwest- 
southeast  direction.  A  portion  of  the  city  is  located  on  a 
peninsula  which  extends  southerly  along  the  west  side  of  Boggy 
Bayou  such  that  the  shoreline  of  the  bayou  forms  generally  the 
southwestern,  southern  and  eastern  boundaries  of  the  city. 
Bayshore  Drive,  a  paved  street  with  concrete  curb  and  gutter, 
extends  generally  parallel  to  the  shoreline  along  the  entire 
perimeter  of  the  peninsula  and  provides  access  to  both  the  bayou 
and  private  residences  located  on  the  opposite  side  of  the 
street.  Sanitary  sewer,  water,  and  overhead  power  lines  parallel 
the  street.  The  sewer  and  water  lines  are  generally  on  the  bayou 
side  of  the  street  throughout  the  study  area.  A  sewage  lift 
station  is  located  at  the  northwest  corner  of  Lincoln  Park.  The 
original  study  area  (see  next  section.  Problems  and  Requested 
Improvements)  is  a  strip  of  city-owned  land  about  3/4  mile  in 
length  on  the  northeast  side  of  the  Valparaiso  peninsula  as  shown 
on  Plate  2.  The  area  begins  about  50  feet  southeast  of  Eastview 
Avenue  and  ends  near  Northend  Avenue  to  the  northwest  and 
includes  the  lands  of  Lincoln  Park  and  other  small  picnic  areas. 
The  shore  varies  from  a  gently  sloping  sand  beach  in  Lincoln  Park 
to  steep  banks  about  15  feet  above  the  water's  edge  in  places. 
This  land,  situated  between  Bayshore  Drive  and  Boggy  Bayou  is 
mostly  park-like  with  mature  trees,  well  maintained  lawns,  and 
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with  a  few  benches  and  tables  placed  where  the  terrain  allows. 

It  provides  a  pleasant  shoreline  and  attractive  setting  for 
residences  adjacent  to  Bayshore  Drive.  Along  the  shoreline 
within  the  current  study  area,  (see  Plate  4)  private  residents 
have  constructed  three  wood  piers  and  a  wood  boat  shed.  The 
construction  of  piers  and  boat  sheds  is  no  longer  permitted  by 
the  city.  However,  the  piers  and  boat  shed  were  allowed  to 
remain  under  a  "grandfather  clause"  since  they  were  constructed 
before  the  city  changed  its  permit  procedure. 

PROBLEMS  AND  REQUESTED  IMPROVEMENTS 

Persistent  erosion  of  the  shoreline  throughout  the  study  area  is 
occurring  at  an  estimated  rate  of  three-tenths  of  a  foot  per 
year.  This  rate  was  determined  using  aerial  photography  and 
inspections  of  the  area.  The  effects  of  this  erosion  vary  from 
minimal  in  the  area  of  Lincoln  Park  beach  to  moderate  at  several 
other  locations.  Bayshore  Drive,  utilities  and  the  boat  piers 
along  the  shore  are  threatened  with  destruction  by  the  continuing 
erosion.  The  northern  shoreline  of  Choctawhatchee  Bay  has  a 
history  of  general  erosion  including  the  shores  of  Boggy  and 
other  bayous.  The  study  area  shoreline  and  embankment  is 
composed  of  loose,  poorly  graded,  fine  grained  sands.  Therefore, 
embankments  tend  to  erode  easily.  The  banks  are  under  continual 
attack  from  erosion  at  the  toe  of  the  slope  caused  by  wave 
action.  As  the  base  of  the  slope  is  eroded  away,  the  banks 
become  very  steep  and  sluff  away.  The  city,  with  its  limited 
resources  is  trying  to  contain  the  erosion  with  fill  at  the  base 
of  the  slope  and  by  planting  vegetative  cover  on  the  slope.  The 
measures  the  city  is  able  to  provide  are  temporary  in  nature  and 
failure  of  the  road  appears  imminent.  The  city  desires  Federal 
assistance  to  provides  measures  necessary  to  prevent  the 
threatened  damages  to  Bayshore  Drive,  and  associated  utilities. 

The  Initial  Appraisal  Report  completed  in  December  of  1983 
investigated  the  erosion  problem  and  described  a  possible 
solution  for  protecting  approximately  2050  feet  of  shoreline 
fronting  Bays’;-. ore  Drive.  The  preliminary  design  section  of  the 
stone  revetment  considered  and  the  limits  of  the  structure 
alignment  are  shown  on  Plate  2.  The  plan  of  improvement 
addressed  not  only  protection  of  the  road  and  utilities,  but 
also  was  designed  to  prevent  damage  to  recreation  areas  along  the 
shore  and  to  help  maintain  the  park-like  character  of  the  study 
area  for  public  enjoyment.  Due  to  the  fact  that  the  erosion  in 
the  park  area  and  the  area  north  of  the  current  study  area  was 
not  as  critical  and  also  to  reduce  construction  costs,  city 
officials  requested  that  the  scope  of  further  studies  address 
only  the  700  feet  of  shoreline  most  severely  threatened  with  the 
immediate  loss  of  public  road  and  utilities.  Erosion  control 
measures  formulated  and  described  in  this  report  were  developed 
with  these  considerations. 
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SIMILAR  PROJECTS 


In  ISIS,  the  City  of  Valparaiso  requested  Federal  assistance  in 
solving  a  similar  erosion  problem  along  the  southeast  shore  of 
the  Valparaiso  peninsula  about  one-half  mile  south  of  the  present 
study  area.  Their  request  resulted  in  a  study  under  Section  14 
of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1946,  which  recommended  a  stone 
revetment  with  earth  backfill  to  correct  the  problem.  A  project 
incorporating  the  recommended  structure  was  approved  and 
construction  was  completed  in  1982. 

SHORE  PROCESSES  AND  PROBLEM  ANALYSIS 


Tides .  The  area  tides  are  diurnal.  There  are  no  recording  tide 
gages  on  Boggy  Bayou  to  provide  a  record  of  tidal  data.  However, 
the  mean  tidal  range  in  Choctawhatchee  Bay  near  Boggy  Bayou  is 
0.5  foot  and  the  extreme,  except  during  storms,  is  about  1.5 
feet.  The  following  tidal  data,  refers  to  National  Geodetic 
Vertical  Datum  (NGVD)  of  1929  (Formerly  Mean  Sea  Level  (MSL) 

Datum  of  1929): 


Elevation,  (feet)  NGVD 

Mean  low  water  0.00 

Mean  water  level  +0.25 

Mean  high  water  +0.50 

Storms .  Available  records  indicate  that  only  two  hurricanes,  or 
tropical  storms  of  less  intensity,  have  passed  inland  at 
Valparaiso  since  19C0.  In  July  1936  and  September  1956  storms 
passed  inland  over  Valparaiso  causing  surge  elevations  of  5.0 
feet  above  NGVD  at  Fort  Walton  Beach,  about  10  miles  to  the 
southwest.  No  information  is  available  on  the  surge  heights 
which  occurred  at  Valparaiso  during  either  storm.  Elevated  water 
surfaces  resulting  from  passage  of  nearby  storms  are  given  in 
Table  1  for  the  locations  nearest  to  Valparaiso  where  data  is 
available  . 


Table  1 

Maximum  Storm  Surge  Elevations 
(Feet -NGVD ) 

Storms 


(Eloise)  (Flossy) 


Location 

1975 

1956 

1953 

1950 

1936 

1929 

Choctawhatchee  Bay 
Fort  Walton  Beach 

5 . 5 

5.0 

4  .  5 

4  .  1 

5.0 

5 . 4 

Point  Washington* 

6  .  2 

7 . 5 

3  .  3 

4  .  8 

- 

5 . 4 

Gulf  of  Mexico 

East  Pass  Entrance 

6  .  4 

5.9 

4 . 5 

7  .  3 

- 

- 

*  Point  Washington  is 

at  the 

east 

end  of 

Choctawhatchee 

Bay . 
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Winds ■  Data  on  surface  winds  in  the  study  area  were  furnished  by 
the  Air  Weather  Service  at  Eglin  Air  Force  Base  located  near  the 
City  of  Valparaiso.  The  data  is  representative  of  a  34-year 
observation  period  extending  between  1938  and  1972  and  show  the 
winds  which  prevailed  from  all  specific  directions  for  0.1 
percent  or  more  of  the  time.  This  34-year  record  indicated  that 
wind  with  maximum  speeds  no  greater  than  21  knots  occurred  for 
about  99.6  percent  of  the  time.  An  accumulation  of  winds  from 
all  directions  having  speeds  of  22-27  knots  was  reported  to  have 
occurred  for  no  more  than  0.3  percent  of  the  time  and  that  winds 
with  speeds  of  27  knots  or  less  occurred  99.9  percent  of  the 
time.  Winds  from  the  northeast,  the  direction  of  maximum  fetch 
exposure  for  the  study  area,  occurred  only  about  6.4  percent  of 
the  time  and  averaged  6.5  knots.  A  chart  shoving  the  percentage 
frequency  of  wind  direction  and  speed  from  hourly  observations 
over  the  34-year  period  of  record,  as  furnished  by  the  Eglin  Air 
Force  Base,  is  given  in  Table  2. 

Waves .  A  northeast  wind  across  the  2,000-foot  width  of  Boggy 
Bayou  produces  the  most  severe  wave  conditions  at  the  study  area. 
Since  wave  data  are  not  available  for  Boggy  Bayou,  methods 
prescribed  in  the  U.  S.  Army  Coastal  Engineering  and  Research 
Center's  (CERC)  Shore  Protection  Manual  (SPM)  were  used  to 
determine  the  character istics  of  the  waves  affecting  the 
shoreline.  Assuming  a  maximum  27  knot  wind  blowing  from  the 
northeast  with  a  2,000-foot  fetch  and  constant  depth  of  15  feet 
across  Boggy  Bayou,  the  critical  wave  which  would  affect  the 
study  area  has  a  calculated  height  (H)  of  0.8  foot,  a  period  (T) 
of  1.7  seconds,  and  wave  set-up  of  0.17  foot.  However,  storm 
surges  of  4.9  ft.  NGVD  have  occurred  at  Ft.  Walton  Beach  Florida 
six  times  during  the  last  60  years. 

DESIGN  CRITERIA 

The  emergency  nature  of  the  action  is  demonstrated  since  it  has 
been  determined  that  an  eight  year  storm  event  has  a  50%  chance 
of  occurring  in  the  next  five  years.  This  event  could  cause 
failure  of  the  road  and  other  significant  damage  to  the  area. 

The  design  for  the  structural  alternative  is  based  on  a 
combination  of  the  storm  surges  that  have  occurred  over  the  last 
60  years,  which  are  shown  in  Table  1,  the  wind  and  wave  data 
presented,  and  procedures  published  in  the  U.  S.  Army  Coastal 
Engineering  and  Research  Center's  Shore  Protection  Manual  (SPM). 

Wave  Runup.  Maximum  wave  runup  on  permeable  riprap  structure 
having  a  slope  of  1  vertical  on  2  horizontal  is  calculated  to  be 
0.64  feet.  (SPM  Chapter  7) 

Tod  of  Structure  Elevation.  Based  on  the  summation  of  the  wave 
setup,  wave  runup  and  normal  high  tide,  the  protection  should 
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TABLE  2 

PERCENTAGE  FREQUENCY,  DIRECTION  AND  SPEED  OF  WIND 
(FROM  HOURLY  OBSERVATIONS  FOR  ALL  WEATHER  AT  ECLIN  AIR  FORCE  BASE) 
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Data  furnished  by: 


extend  at  least  to  elevation  1.41  ft.  NGVD. 


Wave  Setup 

.17 

Wind  Setup 

.  00 

Wave  runup 

.64 

Normal  High  Tide 

.  60 

Total 

1.41 

A  three  foot  minimum  thickness  for  the  dike  structure  will 
require  that  the  top  of  the  dike  be  set  to  at  least  elevation  3.0 
ft.  NVGD.  The  protection  required  for  the  storm  surges  that  have 
occurred  over  the  last  60  years  require  that  the  protection  be 
carried  to  elevation  6.0  ft.  NGVD.  The  top  of  the  protection 
will  therefore  be  carried  to  elevation  6.0  ft.  NGVD.  Strip 
sodding,  grassing  and  mulching  will  be  carried  to  the  top  of  the 
slope  to  prevent  erosion  from  rain  runoff,  wind  erosion  and 
pedestrian  traffic. 

ALTERNATIVE  PLANS 

In  addition  to  the  Without  Project  Condition,  three  structural 
plans  were  considered  as  possible  solutions  to  the  erosion 
problem  along  approximately  700  feet  of  Boggy  Bayou  shoreline, 
the  most  critical  reach  for  the  immediate  loss  of  road  and 
utilities.  The  structural  measures  using  a  stone  dike  and 
revetment  (Plan  1)  or  a  vertical  vail  timber  bulkhead  and 
revetment  (Plans  2  and  2B)  would  protect  the  shoreline  located  in 
the  vicinity  of  the  intersection  of  Bayshore  Drive  and  Magnolia 
Avenue  and  would  extend  350  feet  northvard  and  350  feet 
southeastward  from  that  intersection.  These  three  plans  are 
shown  on  Plates  4,  6  and  7. 

Alternative  plans  were  formulated  through  coordination  with 
local,  state  and  Federal  agencies  (see  Appendix  A).  During  a 
site  visit  and  subsequent  correspondence,  the  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service,  and  the  Florida  Department  of  Environmental 
Regulation  expressed  concerns  relative  to  the  loss  of  estuarine 
habitat  due  to  the  structural  alignment  of  the  preliminary  plans. 
To  minimize  the  losses  of  estuarine  habitat,  the  design  was 
modified  by  moving  the  alignment  from  about  the  2.0-foot  depth 
contour  landward  to  the  maximum  extent  possible  and  the  slope  of 
the  earthfilled  embankment  was  modified  accordingly  from  about 
one  vertical  on  three  horizontal  to  one  vertical  on  two 
horizontal.  Plans  considered  are  described  in  more  detail  in  the 
following  paragraphs  of  this  report.  All  of  the  alternatives 
provide  for  protection  of  the  picnic  area  at  the  end  of  Magnolia 
Avenue  by  separating  the  riprap  revetment  from  the  stone  dike.  A 
section  of  this  area  with  Plan  1  is  shown  on  Plate  5.  (Sections 
of  this  area  were  not  shown  with  Plans  2  and  2B  since  these  were 
not  recommended.)  The  area  will  be  sloped  at  1  vertical  to  20 
horizontal.  All  of  the  plans  provide  for  protection  of  telephone 
cables  which  are  located  in  the  project  site.  Removal  and 
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replacement  of  the  3  wood  piers  and  the  boat  shed  and  the  steps 
that  lead  to  them  will  be  a  responsibility  of  the  city  and  the 
property  owners.  The  constructions  plans  and  specifications  will 
provide  for  removal  of  that  portion  of  the  wood  piers  and  boat 
shed  within  the  construction  right-of-way  as  part  of  the  clearing 
and  grubbing  item.  Tree  wells  are  provided  to  prevent  damage  to 
large  trees  in  the  construction  area.  All  structural  plans 
require  a  storage  area  for  construction  materials. 

Without  Project  Condition.  In  the  absence  of  implementation  of  a 
Federal  erosion  control  project  along  Bayshore  Drive,  the 
existing  shoreline  will  continue  to  erode  at  the  base  of  the 
slope  causing  steepening  of  the  ground  slope  between  the  paved 
edge  of  Bayshore  Drive  and  the  bay  bottom.  The  erosion  rate  of 
0.3  feet  per  year  was  based  on  analysis  of  aerial  photography, 
inspections  of  the  area  and  interviews  with  residents.  Periodic 
slope  failures,  induced  by  the  advancing  shoreline,  will  continue 
to  occur  until  a  significant  storm  event  results  in  rapid  erosion 
and  massive  caving  and  failure  of  Bayshore  Drive.  It  is 
projected  that  road  failure  would  occur  in  1993.  The  response  to 
this  failure  by  local  interests  would  be  to  relocate  Bayshore 
Drive  an  average  of  50  feet  inland  of  its  current  alignment. 

This  relocation  would  consist  of  abandoning  approximately  950 
feet  of  road,  and  constructing  approximately  1,050  feet  of  new 
road.  Water  lines,  sewerage  lines,  and  other  utilities  would 
also  require  relocation;  as  well  as,  purchase  of  seven 
residential  lots  with  structures,  four  without,  and  a  small 
portion  of  two  other  residential  lots.  The  alignment  of  the 
relocated  road  was  chosen  based  on  projected  50  year  erosion 
rates  and  street  design  criteria.  See  Plate  3  for  the  al ignment 
and  the  property  involved. 

Plan  1.  This  plan  would  provide  protection  for  approximately  700 
feet  of  shoreline  and  Bayshore  Drive  with  a  stone  dike  having  a 
crest  elevation  of  +3.0  feet  NGVD  and  a  15-foct  wide  base  between 
+1  and  -1  foot  NGVD.  The  dike  slopes  would  be  1  vertical  on  2 
horizontal  along  the  shoreface  and  1  vertical  on  1.5  horizontal 
along  the  landward  side.  An  apron  two  feet  wide  would  extend 
along  the  toe  of  the  structure  to  provide  additional  stability 
and  protection  against  breaking  waves.  An  18  inch  thick  layer  of 
riprap  would  be  placed  from  the  top  of  the  dike  at  elevation  3.C 
ft.  NGVD  to  elevation  6.0  ft.  NGVD.  The  riprap  would  be  placed 
on  6  inches  of  bedding  material  and  filter  cloth.  The  slope  of 
the  revetment  would  vary,  but  would  be  no  steeper  than  1  vertical 
to  2  horizontal.  The  picnic  area  would  be  protected  as  shown  on 
Plate  5.  The  structure  would  be  constructed  with  1620  cubic 
yards  of  graded  quarrystone  which  would  include  390  cubic  yards 
of  bedding  material  placed  on  filter  fabric.  Weight  of  stones 
would  vary  between  7  and  108  pounds  with  50  percent  of  the  stones 
having  a  weight  of  about  30  pounds.  The  embankment  behind  the 
dike  would  be  backfilled  with  1280  cubic  yards  of  clean  sandy 
material  to  a  maximum  slope  of  1  vertical  on  2  horizontal  and 
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would  be  strip  sodded,  seeded  and  mulched.  A  typical  section  of 
the  structure  is  shown  on  Plates  4  and  5.  The  structure  would 
extend  into  the  water  between  10  and  15  feet  beyond  the  existing 
waters  edge  and  would  result  in  the  conversion  of  up  to  0.3  acre 
of  shallow  estuarine  area  to  terrestrial  habitat.  This  distance 
represents  the  minimum  possible  disruption  of  estuarine  habitat 
consistent  with  engineering  design  considerations.  This 
alternative  would  return  the  area  to  approximately  its  former 
terrestrial  state  and  would  provide  hard  substrate  for  estuarine 
organisms  which  are  not  presently  abundant  in  the  area. 

Plan  2 .  This  plan  would  provide  for  protecting  the  shoreline  and 
Bayshore  drive  with  a  vertical  wall  timber  bulkhead  with  a  top 
elevation  at  +3.0  feet  NGVD  and  extending  about  700  feet  along 
the  existing  shoreline  at  mean  low  water  and  returning  to  high 
ground  at  each  end.  An  18  inch  thick  layer  of  riprap  will  extend 
from  the  top  of  the  bulkhead  at  elevation  3.0  NGVD  to  elevation 
6.0  ft.  NGVD.  The  riprap  will  be  placed  on  6  inches  of  bedding 
material  and  filter  cloth.  Approximately  580  cubic  yards  of 
riprap,  including  150  cubic  yards  of  bedding  material  will  be 
required  for  the  revetment.  The  bulkhead  would  consist  of  8-inch 
diameter  18-foot  vertical  piles  with  4-foot  centers  driven 
approximately  15  feet  into  the  ground  and  anchored  with  tie 
backs.  Treated  timber  sheet  pile  consisting  of  2  by  10  inch  by  9 
feet  long  planking  would  be  buried  6  feet  deep  average.  The 
embankment  behind  the  bulkhead  would  be  backfilled  with 
approximately  1630  cubic  yards  of  clean  material  borrowed  from  an 
available  upland  site,  and  the  material  would  be  placed  to  a 
maximum  slope  of  1  vertical  on  2  horizontal.  The  area  would  be 
strip  sodded,  seeded  and  mulched  as  in  Plan  1.  A  typical  section 
is  shown  on  Plate  6  . 

Plan  2B.  This  plan  was  formulated  after  interagency  review  of 
preliminary  designs  of  Plans  1  and  2.  Plan  2B  consists  of  the 
same  design  features  and  quantities  as  Plan  2  with  the  addition 
of  a  stone  apron  5  feet  wide  placed  within  the  -1  foot  contour 
along  the  toe  of  the  bulkhead  to  provide  additional  protection 
from  breaking  waves.  The  stone  apron  would  have  a  thickness  of 
12  inches  and  consist  of  stones  ranging  in  size  from  26  pounds  to 
2  pounds.  The  apron  will  require  and  additional  50  cubic  yards 
of  stone.  Plan  2B  would  provide  hard  substrate  habitat  for 
estuarine  organisms  which  are  not  presently  abundant  in  the  area. 
A  typical  section  of  Plan  2B  is  shown  on  Plate  7.  Plan  2  was  not 
evaluated  further  because  of  unacceptability  for  environmental 
reasons . 

COMPARISON  OF  ALTERNATIVES 

The  previously  described  structural  alternatives  (Plan  1  -  Stone 
Revetment  and  Plan  2B  -  Timber  Bulkhead  with  Riprap  Toe)  have 
been  considered  as  possible  solutions  to  the  shoreline  erosion 
problem  in  the  location  most  vulnerable  to  road  and  utility 
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damage.  This  section  of  this  report  presents  a  comparison  of 
these  two  structural  plans  and  the  without  project  condition. 
First  Costs  and  Annual  Charges.  The  economic  impacts  of  Plans  1 
and  2B  are  summarized  in  Table  3.  Costs  are  based  on  April  1989 
price  levels  and  include  allowances  for  contingencies, 
supervision,  administration,  engineering,  and  design.  Annual 
charges  are  based  on  8-7/8  percent  interest  rate  over  the  50  year 
project  life  and  include  maintenance  costs  associated  with 
structural  repairs  necessary  to  maintain  the  integrity  of  each 
project.  Costs  for  maintenance  of  the  stone  revetment 
alternative  are  expected  to  be  nominal  and  are  shown  in  Table  3 
for  Plan  1.  It  is  anticipated  that  implementation  of  Plan  2B 
would  require  the  eventual  replacement  of  the  entire  timber  sheet 
pile  and  most  of  the  pilings  over  the  50  year  project  life. 

These  replacement  costs  are  included  in  the  annual  disbursements 
included  in  Table  3. 

Benefits .  Costs  associated  with  the  road  relocation  construction 
are  presented  in  Table  4.  Benefits  resulting  from  implementation 
of  Plans  1  and  2B  are  derived  by  the  avoidance  of  road  relocation 
expenditures  (which  are  predicted  to  occur  in  1993).  Costs  used 
to  derive  these  benefits  include  the  value  of  land  that  would  be 
lost  to  erosion,  expenditures  that  would  be  required  in 
connection  with  the  relocation  of  Bayshore  Drive,  and  the  cost 
involved  with  traffic  diversion  during  construction  of  the 
relocated  road.  Costs  of  land  required  for  the  road  right-of-way 
have  been  excluded  from  the  benefits  since  this  land  would  not  be 
lost,  but  would  be  converted  to  another  use  of  equal  value  (i.e. 
roadway) .  Listed  below  are  the  various  components  of  the 
benefits: 

a.  Average  annual  charges  for  eroded  land  is  based  on  an 
erosion  rate  of  0.3  ft./yr.  and  a  value  of  $3. 42/S. F.  (700  ft.  x 
0.3  x  $3.42  =  $ 7 0 0/yr . ) 

b.  Benefits  associated  with  road  relocation  are  derived  from 
the  following  items: 

(1)  Road  Relocation  Construction  -  The  relocation  costs, 
itemized  in  Table  4,  are  estimated  to  total  $183,000. 

(2)  Land  Acquisition  and  Evacuation  Costs  -  Acquisition 
costs  are  estimated  to  be  $50,000  and  evacuation  costs  are 
estimated  to  be  $75,000.  The  portion  of  these  costs  associated 
with  the  land  for  the  road  right-of-way  are  included  in  the 
benefits  since  these  costs  will  be  lost  once  made. 

(3)  Structures  -  Seven  residential  structures  would 
require  acquisition  due  to  road  relocation.  Five  of  the 
structures  would  be  located  within  the  road  right-of-way,  and  the 
other  two  would  have  to  be  purchased  because  of  a  failure  to  meet 
required  set  back  restrictions.  The  total  estimated  value  of 
these  seven  structures  is  $872,900  plus  contingencies  in  the 
amount  of  $132,000. 

(4)  Lots  -  The  road  relocation  would  require  the 
acquisition  of  11  lots;  of  which  7  have  residences  and  4  are 
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Table  3 

Comparison  of  Plans 
Cost  Estimate  and  Annual  Charges 
(April  1989  Prices) 


Plan  1-Stone  Plan  2B-Timber 

Revetment  Bulkhead  with 

Riprap  Toe 


Construction 

Cost 

$168,900 

$184,100 

Relocations 

Cost 

$33,000 

$33,000 

Total  Project 

Cost 

$201,900 

$217,100 

Interest  During 
Construction1. 

$4,500 

$4,800 

Project 

Investment 

$206,400 

$221,900 

Annual  Charges  (8 

7/8%  interest  and 

50  year  project  life) 

Amortized  Project 
Investment 

$18,600 

$20,000 

Ma  intenance 

$1. 300= 

Total  Annual 

$19,900 

$21,400 

Charges 


1  3  months  @  8  7/8% 

2  Riprap  and  dike  ($600),  earth  fill  maintenance  ($300)  and 
replacement  of  stone  moved  but  not  lost  ($400) 

3  Riprap  ($400),  earth  fill  maintenance  ($300)  and  bulkhead 
repair  ($700) 
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Table  4 
Cost  Estimate 


Road  Relocation  (Future  Without  Project 

Condition ) 

(April 

1989  Prices) 

CONSTRUCTION  COST 

Quantity  Unit  Cost 

Total 

Removal 

Road  ( 20 1 x9 50 ' ) 

2,110 

SY  $1.50 

$3,200 

Utilities 

1 

job  1,000.00 

1,000 

Relocate 

Signs,  Plants,  etc 

1 

job  1,500.00 

1,500 

New  Work 

Earthwork 

2,500 

cy  3.50 

8,800 

Road  Surface 

2,800 

sy  8.50 

23,800 

Curb  Gutter 

2,100 

LF  8.00 

16,800 

Storm  Drains 

3 

ea  2, 500 . 00 

7,500 

Sanitary  Sewer 

1,050 

LF  12.00 

12,600 

Water  Line 

1,050 

LF  4.50 

4,700 

Utility  Connections 

14 

ea  100.00 

1,400 

Power  Lines 

1,050 

LF  8.00 

8,400 

Grass ing 

.  5 

ac  2,500.00 

1.300 

Subtota 1 

91,000 

Contingencies  (25%) 

23.000 

Subtotal 

114,000 

Engineering  &  Design 

21,000 

Supervision  &  Administration 

15.000 

Total  Road  &  Utility  Construction  Cost 

$150,000 

Relocation  Cost 

Telephone  Cables 

$30,000 

Contingencies 

3.000 

Subtotal 

$33,000 

Total  Cost-Construction 

$183,000 

REAL  ESTATE  COSTS 

Land  for  New  Road* 

126,900 

Structures 

872,900 

Lots 

322.400 

Subtotal 

$1,322,200 

Acquisition  Costs 

50,000 

Evacuation  Costs 

75,000 

Contingencies 

200 . 000 

Subtotal  Real  Esta 

te  Costs 

$1.647. 200 

Total  Road  Relocation 

Cost 

$1,830,200 

*  Cost  of  land  for  the 

road  ($126,900)  plus  associated 

contingencies  totall 

ing  $19, 

200  are  excluded  from  the  benef 
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vacant.  In  addition  a  small  portion  of  each  of  the  two  end  lots 
would  be  impacted  and  only  that  part  included  in  the  right-of-way 
would  have  to  acquired.  The  total  cost  of  the  lots  less  the  cost 
of  the  land  for  the  road  right-of-way  is  estimated  to  be  $322,400 
plus  contingencies  in  the  amount  of  $48,800. 

c.  Traffic  diversion  costs  would  be  involved  during 
construction  of  the  relocated  road.  The  diversion  to  Washington 
Avenue  and  John  Sims  Parkway  would  increase  the  distance  for 
vehicles  now  using  Bayshore  Drive,  by  a  distance  of  about  1050 
feet,  for  a  period  of  about  two  months  during  construction. 

Total  costs  associated  with  the  traffic  diversion  are  estimated 
to  be  $11,200. 

In  summary,  the  average  annual  benefits  which  would  accrue  to 
protection  by  a  Pederal  project  are:  (1)  land  loss  prevented 
$700;  (2)  road  relocation  costs  avoided  $116,500;  and  (3)  traffic 

diversion  cost  eliminated  $1,000.  Therefore,  total  average 
annual  benefits  are  $118,200. 

Environmental  and  Aesthetic  Considerations.  During  the 
reconnaissance  phase  of  study.  Plan  2  was  found  to  be 
environmentally  unacceptable  and  was  eliminated  from  further 
consideration  as  a  viable  plan.  In  Plan  2,  the  preservative 
treated  vertical  timber  face  of  the  bulkhead  has  little  value  as 
aquatic  habitat.  Additionally,  waves  reflected  from  vertical 
bulkheads  lend  to  scour  a  trough  at  the  base  of  the  bulkhead, 
which  further  reduces  shallow  water  habitat  remaining  after 
completion  of  the  project.  When  commenting  on  proposals  for 
private  shore  stabilization  projects  under  Department  of  the  Army 
permit  processing  procedures,  the  environmental  review  agencies 
generally  discourage  construction  of  vertical  wall  bulkheads 
unless  provisions  are  made  to  mitigate  losses  of  intertidal  and 
shallow  subtidal  areas.  As  a  mitigation  measure.  Plan  2B  was 
developed  to  provide  a  biologically  valuable  substrate  (riprap) 
along  the  base  of  the  bulkhead  at  an  additional  cost  of  about 
$10,000  over  Plan  2.  This  hard  substrate,  with  its  large  surface 
area  and  numerous  interstices,  would  provide  good  quality  habitat 
for  aquatic  biota. 

The  shoreline  between  waters  edge  and  Bayshore  Drive  is  mostly 
grass  interspersed  with  pines  and  some  hardwoods.  Erosion  is 
occurring  around  and  under  some  trees  threatening  to  topple  them 
into  the  water.  The  steeper  banks  where  erosion  has  been  most 
severe  are  sparsely  vegetated.  Isolated  stands  of  emergent 
vegetation  are  present  along  the  shoreline.  No  submerged  marine 
vegetation  occurs  in  the  study  area. 

The  structural  alternative  would  extend  into  the  water  varying 
distances  beyond  the  existing  waters  edge  and  would  result  in  the 
conversion  of  up  to  0.3  acre  of  shallow  estuarine  bottom  to 
terrestrial  habitat.  Shallow  shore  zones  are  valuable  to  fish 
and  wildlife  since  numerous  invertebrates  inhabit  the  substrate. 
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small  finfish  feed  and  seek  refuge  in  the  shallows,  and  shore  and 
wading  birds  use  the  shallows  and  adjacent  land  for  feeding  and 
resting.  The  filling  of  the  shallow  shore  zone  associated  with 
the  riprap  revetment  alternative  will  be  the  minimum  necessary  to 
provide  the  needed  protection  and  will  minimize  the  losses  of 
fish  and  wildlife  resources.  Where  feasible,  tree  wells  would  be 
constructed  around  some  existing  trees  to  prevent  root  damage  due 
to  backfilling.  It  is  presently  estimated  that  ten  tree  wells 
would  need  to  be  constructed  to  protect  the  trees  along  the 
slope.  These  wells  would  be  constructed  of  landscape  treated 
timbers  with  perforated  pipes  radiating  from  each  well  below  the 
surface  of  the  fill.  The  wells  would  be  filled  to  ground  level 
with  gravel.  In  addition,  this  alternative  would  return  the  area 
to  approximately  its  former  terrestrial  state  and  would  provide 
hard  substrate  habitat  for  estuarine  organisms  which  are  not 
presently  abundant  in  the  area. 

The  nature  of  the  study  area  is  "park-like",  a  pleasant  blend  of 
manmade  and  natural  features.  The  continuity  created  by  the 
joining  of  waters  edge  to  grassy  slope  or  sandy  beach,  and  the 
play  of  shadow,  color  and  texture  cast  by  the  mixture  of  pine  and 
hardwood  trees  provide  a  pleasing  setting  for  man's  activities. 

As  viewed  from  the  bayou,  the  study  area  is  an  important  visual 
foreground  for  the  residences  along  Bayshore  Drive  as  viewed  from 
the  shore,  it  forms  an  aesthetic  transition  from  the  land  to  the 
water.  The  erosion  that  is  occurring  is  disruptive  to  this 
pleasant  balance  between  manmade  and  natural  features. 

Structural  measures  of  erosion  control  provide  an  opportunity  to 
restore  and  maintain  this  balance  for  continued  use  and  enjoyment 
of  the  community. 

Social  and  Cultural  Resources  Considerations.  Relocation  of 
Bayshore  Drive  would  cause  considerable  inconvenience  and 
hardship  for  the  residents  affected.  At  the  very  least  they  will 
have  access  to  their  property  and  utility  services  temporarily 
interrupted  during  construction  in  addition  to  the  dust  and 
noise.  More  seriously,  seven  lots  and  the  residential  structures 
located  on  each  of  them  would  have  to  be  acquired.  An  additional 
four  vacant  lots  would  have  to  be  purchased  because  the  road 
right-of-way  would  reduce  the  lot  size  below  minimum  size 
requirement  of  the  city.  Such  matters  can  be  expected  to  be  very 
divisive  and  controversial  to  the  point  that  condemnation 
proceedings  might  be  necessary.  With  the  proposed  shore 
protection  works,  the  need  for  road  relocation  would  be  avoided. 
Increased  positive  social  values  connected  with  increased 
usability,  beauty,  and  protection  would  be  created  by  the 
stabilized  shoreline. 

Considering  the  residential  nature  of  the  area  and  the  highly 
eroded  condition  of  the  study  area  in  particular,  it  is  highly 
unlikely  that  there  are  any  preserved  cultural  resources  that 
would  be  impacted  by  shore  protection  works.  There  are  no  known 
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cultural  resources  eligible  or  listed  on  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places  within  the  immediate  study  area.  A  letter  from 
the  Florida  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  concurring  this 
finding  is  included  in  Appendix  A. 

A  summary  and  comparison  of  social,  environmental  and  economic 
impacts  of  alternatives  considered  (Without  Project  Condition, 
Plan  1  and  Plan  2B)  are  presented  in  Table  5. 

RECOMMENDED  PLAN 


Under  the  without-pro ject  condition,  the  erosion  could  be 
expected  to  continue,  eventually  resulting  in  the  loss  of 
portions  of  Bayshore  Drive,  adjacent  utilities,  public  land,  and 
private  property.  Because  Bayshore  Drive  is  necessary  for  access 
to  private  property,  its  destruction  would  necessitate 
reconstruction  in  a  new  location  further  inland  on  what  is  now 
private  land.  This  "road  relocation",  requiring  the  acquisition 
of  private  property,  would  likely  be  so  socially  and  economically 
disruptive  to  the  community  that  the  without  project  condition  is 
not  considered  as  an  acceptable  alternative.  Comparison  of 
impacts  of  alternatives  considered  indicate  that  Plan  1 
consisting  of  a  stone  revetment  with  an  earth-filled  embankment 
is  the  best  plan  that  meets  the  planning  objectives.  Plan  1  is 
recommended  because  in  addition  to  its  aesthetic  qualities  and 
providing  enhanced  habitat,  it  is  more  economical  than  Plan  2B. 

It  maximizes  net  economic  development  benefits,  minimizes  adverse 
environmental  impacts  and  is  more  socially  acceptable.  The  cost 
estimate  for  Plan  -  Stone  Revetment,  the  recommended  plan,  is 
shown  on  Table  6.  The  project  features  and  structural  alignment 
of  Plan  1  are  shown  on  Plate  4.  Cross-sections  are  shown  on 
Plates  4  and  5. 


Economics  of  the  Recommended  Plan.  The  benefits  consist  of  a 
summation  of  the  value  of  the  land  protected  from  erosion 
($700/yr.),  plus  the  annual  value  of  the  cost  for  road  relocation 
($116,500),  and  traffic  diversion  costs  during  construction  of 
relocated  road  ($1,000),  which  total  $118,200.  The  annual 
charges  associated  with  the  proposed  plan  (Plan  1)  amount  to 
$19,900.  The  bene f it- to-cost  ratio  is  5.9  for  Plan  1,  with  net 
NED  benefits  of  $98,300. 


Environmental  Ass 
404(b)(1)  Evaluat 
Engineer  on  19  Ja 
Impact  (FONSI )  wa 
19  January  1985. 
Florida  was  issue 
prepared  for  the 
Flood  Control  Act 
this  report  (Sect 


jaUflaLLan  pfc  the . Recommenced  Elaiu  The 
essment  was  prepared  in  1984.  The  Section 
ion  was  prepared  and  approved  by  District 
nuary  1985.  The  Finding  of  No  Significant 
s  completed  and  approved  by  District  Engineer 
The  Water  Quality  Certification  by  the  State 
d  on  18  November  1985.  These  documents  were 
original  plan  done  under  Section  103  of  the 
of  1962,  as  amended.  The  plan  presented  in 
ion  14  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1946,  as 


14 


Table  S 

Coiparison  of  Alternatives 


Plan  2B 


Iioact 

litbout 

Proiect  Condition 

Plan  1 

Stone  Bevetnent 

Tiiber  Bullhead 
vith  rinrao  toe 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

Habitat 

(TOO'  shoreline  area) 

Convert  350  sf/yr.  of 
terrestrial  to  estuarine 
habitat. 

Convert  0.3  Ac.  of  shal¬ 
low  sandy  shore  to  bard 
substrate. 

Loss  of  0.1  Ac.  of  shallow 
sandy  habitat  (Plan  2) 
converts  to  hard  substrate 
habitat. 

later  Quality 

Continued  erosion  and 
associated  turbidity. 

Increased  vater  quality  doe 
to  bant  stabilization, 
feiporary  decrease  in  vater 
quality  during  construction. 

Sale  as  Plan  1 

Boise 

Ho  iipact. 

Increased  noise  levels 
daring  construction. 

lore  than  Plan  1 

Aesthetics 

Bant  erosion  and 
associated  turbidity. 

Increased  aesthetics  due  to 
project  landscape. 

lot  as  desirable  as  Plan  1 

SOCIAL/CULTURAL 

Daiages  Loss  of  property,  road 

and  utilities. 

Ho  iipact 

Ho  iipact 

Conunity  Cohesion 

Loss  of  access  road  and 
utilities  and  associated 
disruption. 

Prevent  disruption  due  to 
loss  of  road  and  utilities. 

Saie  as  Plan  1 

Archeological 

Ho  iipact 

Ho  iipact 

Ho  iipact 

Plan  Acceptability 

Unacceptable 

Acceptable 

Acceptable 

ECONOMICS 

Bene  f its ( 8 -7/8% ) 

Hone 

Stabilize  shoreline.  Pre¬ 
cludes  future  losses  and 
costs.  Total  annual 
benefits  are  $111,200. 

Saie  as  Plan  1 

Pirst  Costs 

lone 

$201,300 

$221,900 

Annual  Charges 

Hone 

$19,300 

$21,400 

B/C  iatio 

Hone 

B/C  =  5.9 

B/C  *  5.5 

let  Benefits 

Hone 

$91,300 

$96,800 

Bote :  Plan  2  vas  excluded  froi  evaloation  in  this  table  because  previously  it  had  been  detenined  to  be 
enviromentally  unacceptable,  and  therefore  vas  eliiinated  froi  further  consideration. 
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Table  6 

Cost  Estimate  of  Recommended  Plan 
Plan  1  -  Stone  Revetment 
(April  1989  Prices) 


CONSTRUCTION  COST 


ACCOUNT 

DESCRIPTION 

QTY 

UNIT 

UNIT  COST 

TOTAL  COST 

number 

16.0.1.B 

Clearing  and  Grubbing 

1 

job 

$4,000.00 

$4,000 

16.0.1.B 

Slope  Preparation 

0.50 

ac 

2,500.00 

1,300 

16.0.2.B 

Stone 

1230 

cy 

50.00 

61,500 

16.0.2.B 

Bedding  Material 

388 

cy 

40.00 

15,500 

16.0.2.B 

Filter  Cloth 

24000 

sf 

0.30 

7,200 

16.0.1.B 

Excavation 

590 

cy 

4.00 

2,400 

16.0.1.B 

Fill 

1280 

cy 

10.00 

12,800 

16.0.1.B 

Tree  Wells 

10 

ea 

230.00 

2,300 

16.0.1.B 

Grassing  and  Mulching 

0.50 

ac 

2,500.00 

1.300 

Subtotal 

$108,300 

16.0.2.- 

Contingencies  (25%) 

27.100 

Subtotal 

$135,400 

30 . H  .  -  .  - 

Planning,  Engineering  and 

Design 

20,000 

31.-.-.- 

Construction  Management 

13.500 

Total  Construction  Cost 

$168,900 

RELOCATIONS  COST 


02.3.-.-  Telephone  cable  protection.  Place  4  cables  in  conduit, 

provide  access  and  cover  with  stone  and  soil.  $30,000 
Contingencies  3.000 
Total  Relocation  Cost  $33,000 


TOTAL  PROJECT  COST 


$201,900 
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amended)  is  smaller  than  the  original  plan  and  the  State  of 
Florida  does  not  require  revision  of  the  Water  Quality 
Certification.  However  a  revised  FONSI  was  prepared  and  approved 
by  the  District  Engineer  on  18  July  1989.  These  documents  are 
included  in  Appendix  C,  Environmental  Studies. 

COST  SHARING  BY  THE  CITY  OF  VALPARAISO 

The  city  of  Valparaiso  qualifies  for  Federal  cost  sharing  under 
Section  14  of  the  1946  Flood  Control  Act,  as  amended.  Cost 
sharing  for  the  construction  of  shoreline  erosion  control 
projects  is  defined  in  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of 
1986  (PL  99-662).  Non-Federal  interests  are  required  to  pay  5 
percent  of  the  cost  of  the  project  during  construction;  provide 
all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way;  and  perform  all  related 
necessary  relocations;  (LERRD).  In  accordance  with  CECW-RP 
letter  dated  13  October  1988,  Subject:  Guidance  Letter  No.  11, 
Credit  for  Lands,  Easements,  and  Rights-of-Way  (LER)  at  Shore 
Protection  Projects,  the  land  needed  for  the  placement  of  project 
features  that  prevent  the  loss  of  land  itself  has  no  value  for 
crediting  purposes  itself.  If  the  value  of  the  contributions 
required  above  is  less  than  25  percent  of  the  cost  of  the 
project,  the  non-Federal  interests  shall  pay  during  construction 
such  additional  amounts  as  may  be  necessary  so  that  the  total 
contribution  of  the  non-Federal  interests  is  equal  to  25  percent 
of  the  total  project  cost.  Accordingly,  the  financial  costs  to 
the  City  of  Valparaiso  based  on  April  1990  prices  (Table  5  data 
were  escalated  to  1990  prices)  are  estimated  as  follows: 


Construction  Cost  $174,300 

Relocations  Cost  34,100 

Total  Project  Cost  $208,400 

Cash  Contribution  by  City  of  Valparaiso 

5  Percent  Total  Project  Cost  of  $208,400  $10,400 

Relocations  Cost  34,100 

Subtotal  $44,500 

Additional  Cash  Contribution  During  Construction 

25%  x  $208,400  =  $52,100  -  $44,500  =  $7 ,600 

Total  Contribution  $52,100 

Total  Cash  Contribution  $10,400  +  $7,600  $18,000 


In  addition  the  City  will  be  responsible  for  maintenance  of  the 
project  which  is  currently  estimated  to  be  $1,300  per  year. 
There  will  be  a  final  financial  accounting  based  on  actual 
construction  costs  for  the  project  and  the  actual  relocation 
costs  paid  by  the  City.  The  above  estimates  will  be  adjusted 
based  on  the  above  guidelines  and  actual  prices. 
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An  approved  Local  Cooperation  Agreement  (LCA)  must  be  in  effect 
prior  to  initiation  of  construction.  This  agreement  contains  the 
following  requirements: 

a.  Provide,  during  the  period  of  construction,  a  cash 
contribution  of  5  percent  of  total  project  costs.  If  the  value 
of  the  allowable  contributions  required  in  paragraph  b.  and  c. 
below  represent  less  than  25  percent  of  the  total  project  costs, 
the  City  of  Valparaiso  shall  provide  during  the  period  of 
construction  an  additional  cash  contribution  in  the  amount 
necessary  to  makes  its  total  contribution  equal  to  25  percent  of 
the  total  project  costs; 

b.  Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way,  required 
for  construction  and  maintenance  of  the  project; 

c.  Perform  all  relocations  determined  to  be  necessary  for  the 
construction  of  the  project; 

d.  Hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to 
the  construction,  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  project  when 
not  the  fault  of  the  United  States; 

e.  Maintain  and  operate  the  project  after  completion  without 
cost  to  the  United  States  in  accordance  with  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army; 

f.  Assume  responsibility  for  project  costs  in  excess  of  the 
Federal  cost  limitation  of  $500,000; 

g.  Fulfill  the  applicable  requirements  of  non-Federal 
cooperation  as  specified  in  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the 
Uniform  Relocation  Assistance  Real  Property  Acquisition  Policies 
Act  of  1970  (Public  Law  91-646),  as  amended;  and 

h.  Comply  with  Section  402  of  the  Water  Resources  Development 
Act  of  1986  which  requires  non-Federal  interests  to  agree  to 
participate  in  and  comply  with  applicable  Federal  flood  plain 
management  and  flood  insurance  programs. 

The  sponsor's  ability  to  pay  has  been  analyzed  in  accordance  with 
section  103(m)  of  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1986. 

The  City  of  Valparaiso  is  not  eligible  for  a  reduction  of  the 
maximum  non-Federal  cost  share.  The  City  of  Valparaiso  indicated 
on  27  April  1989  that  it  will  execute  a  Local  Cooperation 
Agreement  for  the  construction  of  this  emergency  shore  protection 
project.  The  letter  dated  3  April  1989  forwarding  to  the  draft 
LCA  to  the  City  of  Valparaiso  and  the  27  April  1989  response  are 
attached  in  Appendix  B. 

CONCLUSION 

Information  from  local  residents  and  historical  shoreline  data 
indicates  that  the  erosion  rate  of  the  shoreline  within  the  study 
area  is  approximately  three  tenths  of  a  foot  per  year.  In  some 
areas,  erosion  has  caused  the  shoreline  to  approach  to  within  a 
few  feet  of  the  edge  of  Bayshore  Drive.  A  severe  storm  could 
cause  failure  of  portions  of  the  street  and  adjacent  utilities  at 
anytime.  Based  upon  the  investigations  conducted  during  this 
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study,  the  annual  benefits  attributable  to  shore  protection  will 
exceed  the  cost  of  construction  and  maintenance  of  the 
recommended  plan.  Any  adverse  social,  cultural,  aesthetic,  and 
environmental  impacts  will  be  mitigated  by  beneficial  effects. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Protective  works  along  700  feet  of  shoreline  of  Boggy  Bayou  are 
needed  to  preclude  possible  destruction  of  public  access  road  and 
utilities.  It  is  recommended  that  Plan  1  consisting  of  a  stone 
revetment  with  an  earth-filled  embankment  be  constructed,  with 
such  modifications  as  at  the  discretion  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
may  be  advisable,  at  an  estimated  construction  cost  of  $174,300 
(Apr  90  Prices).  This  recommendation  is  made  with  the  provision 
that,  prior  to  the  implementation,  the  local  sponsor  will  agree 
to  provide  a  cash  contribution  for  project  construction  presently 
estimated  at  $18,000,  and  to  fulfill  the  other  implementation 
responsibilities  previously  described  in  this  report.  The  City 
of  Valparaiso’s  financial  plan  has  been  reviewed  and  it  is  my 
assessment  that  funding  will  be  provided  when  necessary.  This 
recommendation  reflects  the  information  available  at  this  time 
and  current  policies  governing  formulation  of  individual 
projects.  It  does  not  reflect  program  and  budgeting  priorities 
of  higher  review  levels.  Consequently,  the  recommendation  may  be 
modified  before  it  is  approved  and  funded  by  the  Chief  of 
Engineers . 
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PLATE  2 


WITHOUT  PROJECT  CONDITION 
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PLATE  6 
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APPENDIX  A 

COORDINATION  WITH  OTHER  AGENCIES 


UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 

REGION  IV 

345  COURTLAND  STREET 
ATLANTA.  QEORQIA  303SS 

1 1  1983 

4PM-EA/WT 

Lawrence  L.  Green 
Chie£,  Planning  Division 

O. S.  Army  Corps  o£  Engineers 

P. 0.  Box  2288 
Mobile,  AL  36628 

ATTENTION:  Coastal  Branch 

SUBJECT;  Reconnaissance  Report 

Shore  Line  Erosion  Valparaiso,  PL 

Dear  Mr.  Green: 

This  in  response  to  your  letters  of  July  14  and  August  1, 
1983,  regarding  the  subject  report. 

The  proposed  riprap  and  grassed  backfill  should  prevent 
erosion  and  therefore  reduce  turbidity  and  sedimentation  in 
waters  along  the  shore  of  Boggy  Bayou  fronting  Bay  Shore 
Drive.  In  addition  to  improving  water  quality  and  protecting 
Bay  Shore  Drive,  the  aesthetics  of  the  city  property  along 
the  shoreline  would  be  greatly  improved. 

We  have  no  objection  to  the  work  and  believe  it  would  be  an 
asset  to  the  area. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Arthur  GT  Linton,  P.E. 

Federal  Activities  Coordination 
Environmental  Assessment  Branch 


cc:  See  attached 
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UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 

National  Oceanic  and  Atmoapheric  Adminietration 

NATIONAL  MARINE  FISHERIES  SERVICE 

Southeast  Region 

9450  Koger  Boulevard 

St.  Petersburg,  FL  33702 

August  10,  1983  F/SER1 13/DEN 

904-234-5061 


Colonel  Patrick  J.  Kelly 
District  Engineer,  Mobile  District 
Department  of  the  Army,  Corps  of  Engineers 
P.0.  Box  2288 
Mobile,  AL  36628 

Dear  Colonel  Kelly: 

This  letter  is  in  further  response  to  the  Draft  Reconnaissance  Report, 
Section  14  Study,  Valparaiso,  Florida. 

A  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  biologist  met  onsite  with 
representatives  from  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service, 
and  the  City  of  Valparaiso,  August  9,  1983.  Based  on  these  discussions  and 
our  review  of  the  project  site,  we  have  concluded  that  project  impacts  to 
fishery  resources  would  be  minimal  and,  therefore,  have  no  objection  to 
project  construction. 

If  you  have  any  questions  or  require  additional  information,  please 
contact  Mr.  David  Nixon  of  our  Panama  City  Area  Office  at  904-234-5061. 

Sincerely  yours, 

\  ,  ■  ' 


Richard  J.  Hoogland 

Chief,  Environmental  Assessment  Branch 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 


Division  of  Ecological  Services 
1612  June  Avenue 
Panama  City ,  Florida  32405 


August  16,  1983 


District  Engineer 

D.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

P.0.  Box  2288 

Mobile,  Alabama  36628 

Dear  Sir: 

This  is  in  response  to  Mr.  Lawrence  R.  Green's  July  13,  1983,  request  for 
our  comments  concerning  the  draft  reconnaissance  report  for  the  Section  14 
shore  erosion  control  study  at  Valparaiso,  Florida.  Our  comments  are  pro¬ 
vided  in  accordance  with  provisions  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination 
Act  Act  (48  Stat.  401,  as  amended;  16  U.S.C.  661  et  seq.). 

The  area  under  study  is  a  3/4-mile  reach  of  the  southwestern  shoreline  of 
Boggy  Bayou,  an  embay men t  connected  to  Choctawhatchee  Bay.  The  structural 
alternative  evaluated  in  the  draft  report  consists  of  placing  a  riprap 
revetment  near  or  at  the  shoreline,  and  backfilling  as  needed  to  connect 
existing  uplands  to  the  revetment.  Most  of  the  shore  cone  in  the  study 
area  is  sandy  and  tmvegetated.  Mowed  lawn  grasses  with  scattered  trees 
and  shrubs  are  predominant  on  the  adjoining  uplands. 

The  draft  report  is  generally  well  written.  On  page  10,  Item  13, 
"Environmental  Considerations,"  the  information  presented  indicates  that 
a  lose  of  nearshore  shallow  habitat  in  the  Choctawhatchee  Bay  system  would 
be  in a ign if  leant.  We  suggest  revising  this  viewpoint  to  reflect  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Information. 

Many  Department  of  the  Army  permits  are  Issued  every  year  for  erosion 
control  structures  (usually  bulkheads)  along  the  Choctawhatchee  Bay  system 
shoreline,  particularly  In  the  Fort  Walton  Beach-Niceville-Valparaiso  area. 
Some  of  these  works  include  backfilling  in  nearshore  shallows.  This  trend 
is  essentially  certain  to  continue,  and  perhaps  intensify,  into  the  forsee- 
able  future  as  a  part  of  the  developmental  growth  of  this  area. 

Shallow  shore  cones  arc  valuable  to  fish  and  wildlife.  Numerous  inverte¬ 
brates  inhabit  the  substrate;  smaller  forms  of  f infish,  including  certain 
seafood  and  forage  species,  feed  and  seak  refuge  In  the  shallows;  and 
chore  and  wading  birds  use  the  shallows  and  adjacent  land  for  feeding  and 
resting.  Thus,  e  variety  of  fish  aid  wildlife,  as  well  as  associated  public 
values,  depend  on  or  are  benefitted  by  shallow  shore  areas.  Cumulatively, 
the  msny  projects  around  Choctawhatchee  Bay  that  eliminate  the  shallowest 
part  of  the  shore  zone  adversely  affect  fish  and  wildlife,  even  though 
individual  projects  may  be  relatively  smAll.  Because  of  this,  ell  actions 
that  could  eliminate  nearshore  shallow  habitat  should  be  considered  as  an 
incremental  part  of  a  highly  significant  activity,  and  should  be  imple¬ 
mented  in  such  a  way  as  to  minimize  losses  of  public  fish  and  vildlife 
resource  values. 
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Re:  Reply  to  Mr.  Lawrence  R.  Green's 
Letter  of  July  13,  1983 
Page  2  of  2 


Gn  August  9,  1983,  personnel  from  the  City  of  Valparaiso,  Corps  of  Engineers, 
National  Marine  Fisheries  Service,  and  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  viewed  the 
project  area  and  a  nearby  completed  project  similar  to  that  considered  as 
the  structural  alternative  In  the  draft  report.  Based  on  presently  avail¬ 
able  Information  and  our  observations  at  the  completed  project.  It  appears 
that  the  structural  alternative  evaluated  In  the  draft  report  probably  would 
be  compatible  with  conservation  of  fish  and  wildlife  resources.  However, 
before  a  conclusion  to  that  effect  Is  made,  we  would  prefer  to  review 
specific  project  plans  and  any  other  action  alternatives  that  might  be  con¬ 
sidered,  along  with  any  pertinent  additional  Information. 

We  appreciate  this  opportmlty  to  comment  on  the  draft  reconnaissance 
report,  and  look  forward  to  further  participation  In  the  planning  of  this 
project . 


Sincerely  yours. 


cc: 

ES,  Atlanta,  GA 
EPA,  Atlanta,  GA 
MFS,  St.  Petersburg,  FL 
KMFS,  Panama  City,  FL 
FL  DER,  Tallahassee,  FL 
FL  DNR,  Tallahassee,  FL 
FL  G&FC,  Tallahassee,  FL 
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STATE  OF  FLORIDA 

DEPARTMENT  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  REGULATION 


BOB  GRAHAM 
GOVERNOR 

VICTORIA  J.  TSCHINKEL 
SECRETARY 


September  8,  1983 


Mr.  Lawrence  R.  Green 
Chief,  Planning  Division 
Corps  of  Engineers 
Mobile  District 
Post  Office  Bax  2288 
Mobile,  Alabama  36628 

Dear  Larry: 

This  is  in  response  to  the  July,  1983  Draft  Reconnaissance  Report  for 
the  Section  14  Study  at  Valparaiso,  Florida,  we  regret  we  were  wnahio  to 
participate  in  your  August  9  field  trip. 

We  have  discussed  the  proposed  project  with  staff  in  our  Pensacola 
office.  Based  on  that  and  our  own  review  of  the  proposal,  we  anticipate  no 
serious  problem  in  securing  DER  permits  for  the  proposal  as  described  in  the 
draft  Reconnaissance  Report. .  That  is  based  on  an  understanding  that  no 
significant  marsh  area  will  be  affected,  that  no  significant  seaward 
extension  is  proposed,  and  that  the  project,  if  constructed,  will  use  only 
clean  material  for  riprap. 

_  A®  project  planning  is  continued,  of  course,  both  the  Corps  and  DHt  may 

propose  sane  modifications  to  improve  the  project.  For  more  specific 
information,  you  should  contact  Mr.  Cliff  Rohlke  (904/436-8428).  Please  call 
on  me  if  you  have  any  further  questions. 


AB/lj 

ccr  Cliff  RohlXe 
John  Outland 
Bill  Youn^nan 
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Protecting  Florida  and  Your  Quality  of  Life 


Florida  Game  and  Fresh  Water  Fish  Commission 


WILLIAM  G  ROSTICK.  JR  CECIL  C.  BAILEY  C  TOM  RAINEY  D  V  M 

Chairman.  Winter  Haven  Vice  Chairman,  Jacksonville  Miami 


ROBERT  M.  BRANTLY,  Executive  Director 
F .  G.  BANKS,  Assistant  Executive  Director 


THOMAS  L.  HIRES  SR. 
Tampa 


J.H.  BAROCO 
Pensacola 


FARRIS  BRYANT  BUILDING 
620  South  Meridian  Street 
Tallahassee,  Florida  32301 


March  6,  1984 


Ms.  Marlene  Nestor 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
PD-ES 

Post  Office  Box  2288 
Mobile,  AL  36628 


Re:  Shoreline  Protection  of  Boggy 
Bayou,  Valparaiso,  Okaloosa 
County 


Dear  Ms.  Nestor: 

The  Office  of  Environmental  Services  or  the  Florida  Game  and  Fresh 
Water  Fish  Commission  has  reviewed  the  alternative  shore  protection 
plans  discussed  at  the  interagency  meeting  of  February  1984,  and 
offers  the  following  comments. 

Proposed  protective  measures  are  planned  for  an  800-foot  long 
section  of  Boggy  Bayou  shoreline  in  the  vicinity  of  the  intersection  of 
Bayshore  Drive  and  Magnolia  Avenue.  The  project  is  intended  to  rectify 
current  erosion  problems  which  threaten  to  undermine  Bayshore  Drive  and 
its  associated  utilities. 

To  remedy  the  existing  situation,  three  plans  of  action  were 
considered  by  the  Corps:  (1)  construction  of  an  800-foot  long  and 
five-foot  high  stone  revetment  with  a  2:1  horizontal  to  vertical  slope, 
extending  three  feet  above  and  two  feet  below  mean  sea  level; 

(2)  construction  of  an  800-foot  long  and  five-foot  high  timber  bulkhead 
along  the  minus-two-foot  mean  low  water  (MLW)  contour  with  the  embankment 
behind  the  bulkhead  graded  to  a  3:1  slope;  or  (3)  relocation  of  Bayshore 
Drive  and  the  associated  utilities  landward  from  the  existing  shoreline. 

A  fourth  alternative  developed  during  the  interagency  meeting  proposed 
construction  of  a  timber  bulkhead  at  or  above  the  mean  high  water  (MHW) 
line  and  placement  of  a  stone  rip-rap  toe  at  the  base  of  the  bulkhead. 
Preliminary  initial  and  annual  cost  estimates  for  the  first  three  options 
were  calculated  by  the  Corps.  Based  on  the  benefit/cost  ratio,  the 
economic  ranking  of  the  projects  in  order  of  descending  economic  viability 
was:  Plan  2  (4.84),  Plan  1  (3.33),  and  Plan  3  (1.0).  It  was  estimated 

that  the  value  of  Plan  4  would  be  intermediate  between  plans  1  and  2. 


Ms.  Marlene  Nestor 
March  6,  1984 
Page  2 


Plan  2  would  fill  most  of  the  shallow,  littoral  areas  within  the 
project  site.  These  areas  serve  as  important  refuge  and  feeding  areas 
for  small  forms  of  finfishes.  Additionally,  wading  birds  utilize  the 
shallows  as  feeding  and  resting  areas.  Tidal  scouring  would  exacerbate 
the  loss  of  shallows  by  deepening  the  water  at  the  base  of  the  bulkhead. 

We  recommend  that  the  fourth  option  be  implemented.  Plan  4  would 
preserve  shallow, • littoral  areas  for  fish  and  wildlife  utilization  while 
still  protecting  the  shoreline.  The  rip-rap  toe  would  also  impede  tidal 
and  storm  currents  from  undermining  and  breaching  the  bulkhead.  Aligning 
the  bulkhead  at  a  more  landward  location  along  the  face  of  the  bluff 
would  further  reduce  the  project's  cost  by  reducing  the  amount  of  required 
backfill. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  project.  Please 
contact  us  if  we  may  be  of  further  assistance. 

Sincerely, 

Douglas  B.  Bailey,  Assistant  Director 

Office  of  Environmental  Services 


E 6 62 .sir.  6/7 
ENV  1-4-2 
RM 
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STAtr  OF  FLORIDA 


DEPARTMENT  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  REGULATION 


TWIN  TOWERS  OFFICE  BUILDING 
2600  BLAIR  STONE  ROAD 
TALLAHASSEE,  f  LORI  DA.  32301  8241 


OOB  GRAHAM 
GOVERNOR 

VICTORIA  J  TSCHINKEL 
SECRETARY 


March  14,  1984 


Ms.  Marlene  Nestor 
U.S.  COE  AHNPD-ES 
Post  Office  Box  2288 
Mobile,  Alabama  36628 

Dear  Ms.  Nestor: 


On  February  22,  1984,  Mr.  Cliff  Rohlke,  our  area  field 
representative  met  on  site  with  you,  Larry  Godwin  and  Curtis 
Flakes  ( USCOE ) ,  Lloyd  Stith  (USF&W),  Rick  McCann  (GFWFC)  and  Bob 
Koncar  of  the  City  of  Valparaiso. 


You  offered  several  proposals  regarding  protection  of  800 
linear  feet  of  shoreline  on  Boggy  Bayou  in  the  area  of  Magnolia 
Drive  and  Bayshore  Drive. 


Plan  1)  The  proposed  rip  rap  revetment  would  be  an  ade¬ 
quate  project.  However,  I  would  recommend  that 
the  amount  of  filling  of  submerged  lands  be 
substantially  reduced.  Reducing  the  amount  of 
filling  would  reduce  environmental  impacts  and 
simplify  processing. 


Plan  2)  The  proposed  bulkhead  location  at  the  2.0'  depth 
contour  is  not  recommended  due  to  the  anticipated 
environmental  impacts  and  the  availability  of  a 
more  landward  location  for  a  bulkhead. 


I  would  like  to  suggest  for  protection  of  this  area  the 
construction  of  a  bulkhead  at  or  above  the  approximate  M'lW  line 
with  rip  rap  placed  at  the  toe  of  the  wall.  The  wall,  situated 
close  to  the  existing  bluffline,  would  have  the  advantages  of 
minimizing  the  expense  and  environmental  impacts  of  the  backfill. 
The  rip  rap  would  provide  toe  protection  of  the  bulkhead  and 
provide  a  viable  habitat  for  shoreline  and  littoral  marine 
organisms . 
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Prolix  tiny  I  luri Jo  and  Your  Quality  of  I  if*' 


Ms.  Marlene  Nestor 
March  14,  19C4 
Page  two 

Another  positive  alternative  worth  considering  is  the 
construction  of  a  low-profile  rip  rap  wave  break  several  feet 
waterward  of  the  shoreline  MHW  and  planting  shoreline  marsh  grass 
behind  the  wave  break,  such  as  Spartina  alternaf lora, Cladium 
Jamaic&nse  or  Juncus  roemerianns.  This  type  of  barrier  may 
actually  stimulate  long-term  building  of  a  beach,  while  providing 
water  quality  maintenance  and  habitat  functions. 


We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  and  offer  our 
suggestions  in  this  matter.  If  you  have  any  further  questions 
you  may  contact  Mr.  Cliff  Rohlke  at  (904)  436-8428  or  me  at  (904) 
488-0130. 


SJF/ms 

cc:  Bob  Koncar 

Al  Bishop 
John  Outland 
Cliff  Rohlke 
John  Cole 


Sincerely , 


ft,  'XUaIAms 


en  J.  Fox,  Director 
Divii/sion  of  Environmental 
Permitting 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE  ' 


Division  of  Ecological  Services 
1612  June  Avenue 
Panama  City,  Florida  32405 


March  20,  1984 


District  Engineer 

U. S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineering 

P.0.  Box  2288 

Mobile,  Alabama  36628 

Dear  Sir: 

This  letter  is  the  draft  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act  Report  for  the 
Boggy  Bayou  Shore  Protection  Project  at  the  City  of  Valpariso,  Okaloosa  County, 
Florida.  Our  report  is  provided  under  the  terms  of  the  Fiscal  Year  1984  Scope 
of  Work  and  Transfer  Funding  Agreement,  and  in  accordance  with  provisions  of 
the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act  (46  Stat.  401,  as  amended;  16  0. S.C. 

661  et  seq.).  It  was  prepared  in  cooperation  with  the  Florida  Game  and  Fresh 
Water  Fish  Commission  and  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service.  We  will 
submit  our  final  Coordination  Act  report  in  conjunction  with  our  comments  on 
the  draft  Feasibility  Report,  as  called  for  in  the  Scope  of  Work. 

This  project  has  been  studied  in  the  past  under  the  authority  of  Section  14  of 
the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1946,  and  Section  103  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of 
1962.  Our  understanding  is  that  it  is  presently  being  studied  as  a  "Section  14" 
project . 

Earlier  studies  addressed  shore  protection'  along  approximately  2000  feet  of 
city-owned  waterfront.  We  provided  an  August  16,  1983,  planning  aid  letter 
for  a  project  of  this  size.  The  study  area  has  since  been  revised,  so  that 
shore  protection  is  now  being  considered  for  an  800-foot  shoreline  reach  in 
the  mid-portion  of  the  previous  proposal.  This  reach  is  approximately  centered 
on  the  Intersection  of  Bayshore  Drive  and  Magnolia  Avenue. 

The  area  under  study  generally  consists  of  residential  property  landward  of 
Bayshore  Drive;  the  street  itself;  a  moderate  to  steep  10-  to  20-foot  high 
slope  below  the  street,  vegetated  with  mixed  grasses,  shrubs,  and  trees;  a 
gently  sloping  grassy  zone  and  sandy  bayou  beach  with  scattered  trees  at  the 
base  of  the  slope;  and  sandy-bottom  bayou  shallows  immediately  offshore  from 
the  beach.  Corps  investigations  have  determined  that  erosion  is  causing 
landward  movement  of  the  shoreline,  and  is  threatening  Bayshore  Drive  and 
associated  utilities. 

An  onsite  interagency  meeting  was  held  February  23,  1984.  We  were  provided 
the  following  draft  alternative  plans  at  that  time. 
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Plan  1  would  protect  the  shoreline  with  a  riprap  revetment  5  feet  high,  800 
feet  long,  and  extending  along  about  the  2-foot  depth  contour  15  to  25  feet 
waterward  of  the  existing  water  line.  The  revetment  would  have  a  slope  of 
1  vertical  on  2  horizontal.  Approximately  2600  cubic  yards  of  material  would 
be  placed  landward  of  the  revetment  to  form  an  embankment  with  a  1  vertical: 

3  horizontal  slope.  The  slope  would  be  strip-sodded,  seeded,  and  mulched. 
Apparently,  the  fill  material  in  this  and  other  plans  would  come  from  an 
upland  source,  since  dredging  is  not  mentioned  in  the  draft  plans. 

Plan  2  would  provide  shoreline  protection  with  a  vertical  timber  bulkhead 
5  feet  high  and  800  feet  long,  constructed  generally  along  the  2-foot  depth 
contour  approximately  15  to  25  feet  seaward  of  the  present  waterline.  About 
3400  cubic  yards  of  backfill  would  be  placed  landward  of  the  bulkhead  to 
form  an  embankment  with  a  1  vertical: 3  horizontal  slope.  The  embankment 
would  be  strip-sodded,  seeded,  and  mulched. 

Plan  3  calls  for  relocation  of  Bay  shore  Drive  and  associated  utilities  to  a 
more  landward  location.  Relocation  of  residents  and  acquisition  of  houses 
would  be  needed.  Shoreline  stabilization  structures  would  not  be  built. 

Plan  4  consists  of  an  additional  plan  discussed  at  the  February  23,  1984, 
meeting,  but  not  included  in  the  draft  of  alternative  plans  presented  then. 

It  would  provide  shoreline  protection  by  construction  of  a  vertical  bulkhead 
as  close  as  is  engineeringly  feasible  to  the  existing  mean  high  water  line  for 
800  feet.  Riprap  would  be  placed  along  the  entire  base  of  the  bulkhead  in 
such  a  way  that  it  would  remain  as  a  permanent  feature  of  the  project.  Back¬ 
filling  would  be  done  as  needed.  Our  preference  is  that  the  riprap  would  be 
placed  from  about  the  mean  high  water  line  on  the  bulkhead  to  the  bayou  bottom 
at  a  slope  of  1  vertical  to  at  least  2  horizontal.  Presumably,  the  backfill 
would  be  stabilized  in  a  manner  adequate  to  prevent  soil  erosion. 

As  we  pointed  out  in  our  August  16,  1983,  letter  on  the  larger  proposal, 
sandy  estuarine  intertidal  and  shallow  shore  zones,  such  as  occur  in  the 
project  area,  have  life  support  values  not  found  in  deeper  areas.  Numerous 
invertebrates  inhabit  the  substrate;  smaller  forms  of  finfish,  including 
certain  seafood  and  forage  species,  feed  and  seek  refuge  in  the  shallows;  and 
shore  and  wading  birds  use  the  shallows  and  adjacent  land  for  feeding  and  rest¬ 
ing.  Fauna  directly  provided  with  habitat  include  penaeid  shrimps,  blue  crab, 
flounders,  mullet,  forage  fishes,  herons,  egrets,  terns,  and  sandpipers.  Fauna 
indirectly  benefitted  through  the  food  chain  include  bluefish,  spotted  seatrout, 
red  drum,  common  loon,  double-crested  cormorant,  brown  pelican,  mergansers, 
osprey,  and  bottlenose  dolphin. 

Natural  estuarine  shorelines  are  finite,  and  in  many  parts  of  the  United 
States,  their  life  support  capabilities  are  continuously  being  diminished 
by  large  numbers  of  shore  protection  projects.  Eventually,  fish  and 
wildlife  resources  and  associated  public  benefits  will  be  substantially 
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reduced  by  these  projects,  unless  adverse  effects  of  Individual  projects  are 
reduced  enough  to  minimize  cumulative  impacts.  The  manner  in  which  Federal 
projects  are  constructed  is  especially  important  in  this  regard,  since  these 
projects  set  examples  and  establish  precedents  for  construction  of  similar 
projects  by  private  interests.  When  commenting  on  proposals  for  private  shore 
stabilization  projects  under  Department  of  the  Amy  permit  processing  pro¬ 
cedures,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  generally  recommends  that,  in  circum¬ 
stances  similar  to  those  at  the  study  area,  vertical  bulkheads  be  constructed 
at  or  above  the  mean  high  water  line,  and  riprap  be  placed  at  the  base  of  the 
bulkhead.  A  Federal  project  constructed  in  this  high-visibility  location  in 
less  than  the  most  environmentally  sensitive  manner  feasible  could  undermine 
years  of  effort  to  conserve  shore  zone  fish  and  wildlife  in  an  area  undergoing 
rapid  waterfront  development. 

Plan  4,  referred  to  above,  would  maximize  conservation  of  shore  zone  habitat, 
provide  a  biologically  valuable  substrate  (riprap)  as  mitigation  for  unavoid¬ 
able  losses  of  intertidal  and  shallow  subtidal  areas,  and  serve  as  an  example 
of  an  environmentally  sound  project.  Because  of  this.  Plan  4  is  the  plan 
preferred  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 

Plan  1  would  cause  a  loss  of  approximately  one-half  acre  of  existing  shoreline 
habitat,  but  would  result  in  considerable  riprap  being  placed  in  the  post¬ 
project  intertidal  and  shallow  water  zones.  This  hard  substrate,  with  its 
large  surface  area  and  numerous  interstices,  would  provide  good  quality  attach¬ 
ment,  shelter,  and  foraging  habitat  for  aquatic  biota;  and  would  mitigate  the 
loss  of  natural  shoreline.  In  light  of  this.  Plan  1  is  a  biologically 
acceptable  alternative,  but  somewhat  less  so  than  Plan  4. 

Plan  2  would  eliminate  one-half  acre  of  natural  shoreline  habitat,  with  no 
features  to  mitigate  fish  and  wildlife  losses.  The  preservative-treated 
vertical  timber  face  of  the  bulkhead  has  little  value  as  aquatic  habitat. 

In  fact,  the  purpose  of  the  preservative  is  to  repel  aquatic  biota.  In 
addition,  we  have  observed  that  waves  reflected  from  vertical  bulkheads  tend 
to  scour  a  trough  at  the  base  of  the  bulkhead,  which  further  reduces  any  shallow 
water  habitat  remaining  after  completion  of  the  project.  For  these  reasons,  and 
because  Plan  2  would  set  an  undesirable  example  for  the  public,  we  consider  this 
plan  to  be  by  far  the  alternative  roost  detrimental  to  fish  and  wildlife  resources. 

Plan  3  would  avoid  man-made  alteration  of  the  shore  zone,  but  in  view  of  the 
relatively  small  amount  of  shoreline  habitat  involved  compared  to  the  potential 
social  disruption.  Plan  3  would  be  totally  impractical. 

Under  all  of  the  structural  plans  discussed  above,  backfilling  and  other 
construction  activities  would  reduce  or  eliminate  existing  vegetation  between 
Bayshore  Drive  and  the  water.  This  would  cause  a  loss  of  habitat  for  several 
species  of  birds  (such  as  song  birds,  belted  kingfisher,  woodpecker),  and 
diminish  associated  public  benefits.  These  losses  appear  to  be  an  unavoidable 
aspect  of  project  construction,  but  could  be  mitigated  through  minor  changes 
in  project  plans. 


In  view  of  the  preceding,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  offers  the  following 
recommendations: 

1.  The  selected  plan  for  this  project  be  one  such  as  Plan  4, 
discussed  in  this  report;  wherein  the  bulkhead  is  located  as 
close  as  is  engineeringly  feasible  to  the  existing  mean  high 
water  line;  riprap  is  placed  and  permanently  maintained  along 
the  entire  base  of  the  bulkhead,  from  the  mean  high  water  line 
to  the  bayou  bottom,  on  a  1  vertical  to  at  least  2  horizontal 
slope;  and  backfills  are  stabilized  as  completely  and  promptly 
as  possible  to  minimize  adverse  effects  of  soil  erosion. 

2.  If  an  alternative  such  as  Plan  4  is  not  selected.  Plan  1  be 
implemented . 

3.  Plan  2  not  be  Implemented  because  of  excessive,  unacceptable 
losses  of  fish  and  wildlife  resources. 

4.  Wildlife  habitat  and  associated  public  benefits  lost  due  to 
project  construction  be  mitigated  ty  Including  an  abundance  of 
trees  and  shrubs  of  several  species  in  embankment  stabilization 
plantings. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  participate  In  the  planning  of  this  project 
Please  let  us  know  if  additional  information  or  assistance  is  needed. 

Sincerely  yours,  - 

/ yftaraes  Vf.  Barkuloo 
C/  Field  Supervisor 

cc: 

AHR,  Atlanta,  GA 
EPA,  Atlanta,  GA 
tWFS,  St.  Petersburg,  FL 
NMFS,  Panama  City,  FL 
FL  DER,  Tallahassee,  FL 
FL  DNR,  Tallahassee,  FL 
FL  G&FWFC,  Tallahassee,  FL 


UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 

National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administration 
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Southeast  Region 

9450  Koger  Boulevard 

St.  Petersburg,  FL  35702 


April  26,  1984 


F/SER113/DEN 

904-234-5061 


Colonel  Patrick  J.  Kelly 
District  Engineer,  Mobile  District 
Department  of  the  Army,  Corps  of  Engineers 
P.O.  Box  2288 
Mobile,  AL  36628 

Dear  Colonel  Kelly: 

The  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  has  reviewed  the  five  plan 
modifications  for  the  Section  14  project,  "Shore  Protection  on  Boggy  Bayou," 
which  accompanied  the  letter  of  April  18,  1984,  from  Mr,  Lawrence  R.  Green, 
Chief,  Planning  Division. 

Based  on  the  information  provided  and  a  previous  onsite  inspection  by 
a  NMFS  biologist  August  9,  1983,  and  our  correspondence  dated  August  10,  1983, 
we  have  concluded  that  the  two  environmentally  acceptable  plans  include 
Plan  1:  Stone  revetment  as  previously  discussed  and  commented  on  in  our 
August  10,  1983  letter,  and  Plan  2B:  Timber  bulkhead  with  riprap  toe.  Plan 
2B  is  considered  environmentally  acceptable  because  of  the  creation,  by  placement 
of  rock  riprap,  of  hard  substrate  and  habitat  diversity.  Substitution  of  the 
rock  with  other  material  such  as  oyster  shell,  would  not  be  acceptable.  If 
the  riprap  is  deleted  from  project  plans  then  we  would  recommend  that  the 
bulkhead  be  relocated  to  follow  the  existing  mean  high  waterline. 

If  you  have  any  questions  or  require  additional  information,  please 
contact  Mr.  David  Nixon  of  our  Panama  City  Area  Office  at  904-234-5061. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Richard  J.  Hoogland 

Chief,  Environmental  Assessment  Branch 
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STATE  OF  FLORIDA 


DEPARTMENT  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  REGULATION 


NORTHWEST  DISTRICT 

i^Bovernmental  center 

pWaCOLA,  F  LORIDA  32501  5794 


May  15 f  1984 


BOB  GRAHAM 
GOVERNOR 

VICTORIA  J  TSCHINKEL 
SECRETARY 

ROBERT  V.  KRIEGEL 
DISTRICT  MANAGER 


Mr.  Lawrence  Green 
USCOE  ANNPD-ES 
Post  Office  Box  2288 
Mobile,  Alabama  36628 


RE:  City  of  Valparaiso  Shoreline  Erosion  Project 


Dear  Mr.  Green: 

This  is  in  response  to  your  letter  to  Mr.  Al  Bishqp,  Chief  of  our 
Bureau  of  Water  Management.  The  Department's  general  recaimendations 
for  the  Valparaiso  Shoreline  Project  were  stated  in  Mr.  Fox's  letter 
dated  April  14,  1984  (copy  attached).  The  drawings  in  your  April  6, 
1984  proposal  again  indicate  placing  a  wall  at  the  -2.0  MHW  location 
and  backfilling  I've  previously  mentioned.  I  think  other  alternatives 
exist  which  will  accomplish  the  desired  goal  without  the  adverse 
impacts  associated  with  substantial  filling  of  intertidal  areas.  I  do 
not  think  this  is  environmentally  preferable. 

The  Department's  primary  choice  for  shoreline  stabilization  in 
this  case  is  a  rip-rap  wave-break  at  the  -2.0  location  with  marsh  grass 
plantings  landward  of  the  rip- rap  and  extending  landward  to  the  MW 
line.  (Xir  second  choice  is  a  bulkhead  at  the  immediate  base  of  the 
bluff  or  at  MHW  line  and  with  a  rip- rap  toe. 

I  would  expect  that  the  alternates  described  in  your  April  6, 

1984,  correspondence  would  receive  an  unfavorable  recommendation  from 
the  permitting  staff,  and  I  think  I  would  concur  with  their  recommenda¬ 
tion. 

Sincerely, 


//  ' 
/>'  / 
[.<.  ' 


■/v 


W. Richard  Fancher 
Dredge  and  Fill  Supervisor 


WRF/wfh 

cc:  Lloyd  Stith 
John  Cole 


Protecting  Florida  and  Your  Quality  of  Life 


State  of  Florida 

DEPARTMENT  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  REGULATION 

INTEROFFICE  MEMORANDUM 


TO:  File 

FROM:  Cliff  Rohlke  ^ 

DATE:  May  14,  1984 

SUBJECT:  February  22,  1984,  On-Site  Inspection 

City  of  Valparaiso  and  USCOE 

On  February  22,  1984,  I  met  on-site  with  Marlene  Nestor  and  Curtis  Flakes 
(USCOE) ;  Lloyd  Stith  (US  F&W) ;  Rick  McCann  (GFWFC)  and  Bob  Koncar  (City  of 
Valparaiso) . 

We  discussed  the  presented  alternatives  as  far  as  permittability .  Bob 
Koncar  expressed  concern  over  the  financial  aspects  of  the  presented  USCOE 
alternatives. 

I  felt  all  USCOE  proposals  were  excessive  in  light  of  (1)  reclamation  pro¬ 
posed,  and  (2)  mild  erosion  conditions  at  the  site  and  the  magnitude  of 
proposed  shoreline  protection. 

I  proposed  the  additional  alternatives  of  (1)  bulkhead  at  the  bluff line 
(this  would  largely  be  out  of  jurisdiction  except  for  certain  select  areas) 
and  (2)  a  bulkhead  at  the  MHW  line  with  a  riprap  toe  to  provide  habitat. 

This  second  alternative  was  well  received  by  Mr.  Stith  and  Mr.  McCann.  The 
USCOE  reps  said  they  would  consider  it  and  add  it  to  the  original  considera 
tions. 

I  added  that  the  location  of  the  wall  at  the  bluffline  would  be  largely  out 
of  jurisdiction  and  the  portions  at  or  below  the  MHW  line  could  likely  be 
handled  by  short  form  application.  All  other  alternatives  would  be  stand¬ 
ard  form  projects. 

I  indicated  that  on  the  riprap  revetment  alternative,  I  felt  I  could  recom¬ 
mend  favorable  comments;  however,  I  indicated  it  should  be  a  secondary 
,  .choice  due  to  the  reclamation  involved,  quantity  of  fill,  higher  cost  and 
lack  of  need  for  a  structure  of  that  magnitude.  There  is  no  real  need  for 
a  revetment  of  the  size  proposed.  The  erosion  and  storm  actions  at  this 
area  do  not  warrant  a  structure  of  the  size  proposed. 


CR: crp 


FLORIDA  DEPARTMEhTTOFSTATE 
George  Firestone 

Secretary  of  State 

DIVISION  OF  ARCHIVES, 

HISTORY  AND  RECORDS  MANAGEMENT 
The  Capitol,  Tallahassee,  Florida  32301-8020 
(904)488-1480 


June  Ilf  1984 

In  Reply  Refer  to:- 

Mr.  Frederick  P.  Gaske 
Historic  Sites  Specialist 
(904)  487-2333 

Mr.  Willis  E.  Ruland,  Chief 
Environment  and  Resources  Branch 
Mobile  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Army 
Post  Office  Box  2288 
Mobile,  Alabama  36628 


RE:  Your  Letter  of  June  4,  1984 

Cultural  Resource  Assessment  Request 

Proposed  Boggy  Bayou  Shoreline  Protection  Project, 

Located  in  Sec.  7,  T1S-R22W,  Valparaiso,  Okaloosa 
County,  Florida 

Dear  Mr.  Ruland: 

In  accordance  with  the  procedures  contained  in  36  C.F.R., 
Part  800  ("Procedures  for  the  Protection  of  Historic  and 
Cultural  Properties"),  we  have  reviewed  the  above  referenced 
project  for  possible  impact  to  archaeological  and  historical 
sites  or  properties  listed,  or  eligible  for  listing,  in  the 
National  Register  of  Historic  Places .  The  authorities  for 
these  procedures  are  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act 
of  1966  (Public  Law  89-665)  as  amended  by  P.L.  91-243,  P.L. 
93-54,  P.L.  94-422,  P.L.  94-458  and  P.L.  96-515,  and  Presiden¬ 
tial  Executive  Order  11593  ("Protection  and  Enhancement  of  the 
Cultural  Environment"). 

A  review  of  the  Florida  Master  Site  File  indicates  that 
no  archaeological  or  historical  sites  are  recorded  for  the 
project  area.  Furthermore,  because  of  the  location  of  the 
project,  it  is  considered  highly  unlikely  that  any  significant, 
unrecorded  sites  exist  in  the  vicinity.  Therefore,  it  is  the 
opinion  of  this  office  that  the  proposed  project  will  have  no 
effect  on  any  sites  listed,  or  eligible  for  listing,  in  the 
National  Register  of  Historic  Places ,  or  otherwise  of  national, 
state  or  local  significance. 
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FLORIDA  DtaU  of  the  Arts 


Mr.  Willis  E.  Ruland 
June  11,  1984 
Page  Two 


If  you  have  any  questions  concerning  our  comments,  please  do 
not  hesitate  to  contact  us. 

Your  interest  and  cooperation  in  helping  to  protect  Florida's 
archaeological  and  historical  resources  are  appreciated. 

Sincere ly , 


A  George  W.  Percy 
"  State  Historic 

Preservation  Officer 


GWP.-GJcp 
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REPLY  TO 
ATTENTION 


OFl 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 

MOBILE  DISTRICT,  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 
P.  0.  BOX  2288 
MOBILE.  ALABAMA  38628 


June  4,  1984 


Environmental  Compliance 
Section 


JUN  7  IS34 

tlATlOHAL  REGISTER  PmZAM 
imsm 


Mr.  Wilfred  Husted 

National  Register  Programs  Division 

National  Park  Service 

Department  of  the  Interior 

Richard  B.  Russell  Federal  Building 

75  Spring  Street,  S.  W. 

Atlanta,  Georgia  30303 

Dear  Mr.  Husted: 

The  U.  S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  Mobile  District,  is 
proposing  to  offer  shoreline  protection  to  a  short  stretch  of 
the  shoreline  of  Boggy  Bayou  at  Valparaiso,  Florida.  The  type 
of  protection  has  not  yet  been  finalized,  but  will  most  likely 
consist  of  bank  armor  with  perhaps  a  riprap  toe.  Attachment  1 
is  a  Niceville,  Florida  U.  S.  G.  S.  7.5  Minute  Quadrangle  map 
showing  the  project  location.  Attachment  2  illustrates  the 
specific  work  area. 

Attachment  3  is  a  letter  from  the  Florida  State  Historic 
Preservation  Officer  agreeing  to  similar  work  at  a  location 
denoted  on  Attachment  1  as  Previous  Work  Area.  Due  to  the 
urbanized  nature  of  the  area  and  its  small  size,  it  is  the 
opinion  of  the  Mobile  District  cultural  resources  staff  that 
no  cultural  resources  eligible  for  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places  will  be  affected  by  the  proposed  work. 

If  you  agree  with  our  position,  please  sign  in  the  afforded 
space  and  return  this  letter  to  this  office  by  July  5,  1984. 

Any  comments  you  may  have  will  be  welcomed.  If  no  reply  is 
received  by  this  date  our  planning  effort  will  continue. 


I 
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Please  call  Mr.  Ernie  Seckinger  at  (205)  694-4107  if  you 
have  any  questions. 

Sincerely, 


Attachments 


CONCURRENCE: 


A  '  // 


Willis  E.  Ruland 
Chief,  Environment  and  Resources 
Branch 


JUN  1  $  1984 


Wilfred  Husted ^ (Date) 
National  Register  Programs  Division 
National  Park  Service 


June  15,  1984 

I  made  a  visit  to  the  proposed  work  site  on  June  11  and  could  find  no  evidence 
of  archeological  material.  However,  there  is  a  site,  80K48,  immediately  south 
of  the  project  area  at  Lincoln  Park.  Care  should  be  taken  to  insure  that  the 
southern  end  of  the  project  does  not  impinge  on  80K48. 
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JJiUlTED  STATES  b^PARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 

National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administration 

NATIONAL  MARINE  FISHERIES  SERVICE 

Southeast  Regional  Office 
9450  Koger  Boulevard 
St.  Petersburg,  FL  33702 


September  10,  1984 


F/SER113/DEN 

904-234-5061 


Mrs.  Marlene  Nester 

Environmental  Studies  and  Evaluation  Section 
Mobile  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 
P.O.  Box  2288 
Mobile,  Alabama  36628 


Dear  Mrs.  Nester: 

As  requested  in  Mr.  Lawrence  R.  Green,  Chief,  Planning  Division  letter  of 
September  7,  1984,  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  has  reviewed  the 
"Draft  Expanded  Reconnaissance  Report,  Section  103  Shore  Protection  Feasibility 
Study  on  Boggy  Bayou,  Valparaiso,  Florida. 

Based  on  the  information  provided,  we  would  have  no  objection  to  construction 
of  the  revetment  as  proposed. 

Should  you  require  additional  information,  please  contact  Mr.  David  E.  Nixon 
of  our  Panama  City  Area  Office  at  904-234-5061. 


-Sincerely  yours. 


Richard  J.  Hoogland 

Chief,  Environmental  Assessment  Branch 


UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 

REGION  IV 

34S  COUHTUAND STREET 
ATLANTA.  GEORGIA  30385 


SEP  18  198* 

4PM-EA/WT 

Mr.  Lawrence  R.  Green,  Chief 
Planning  Division 

U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  Mobile 
P.O.  Box  2288 
Mobile,  Alabama  36628 

ATTENTION:  Environmental  Studies  and  Evaluation  Section 

SUBJECT:  Draft  Expanded  Reconnaissance  Report  Section  103 
Shore  Protection  Feasibility  Study  Boggy  Bayou, 
Valparaiso,  Florida 

Dear  Mr.  Green: 

We  have  reviewed  the  Environmental  Assessment  404(b)  Evaluation 
for  the  proposed  shoreline  protection  works  and  it  is  our 
appraisal  that  the  work  will  have  no  significant  adverse 
effect  on  water  quality  or  the  natural  environment.  Therefore, 
we  have  no  objection  to  the  work  as  planned. 


Sincerely  yours. 


Federal  Activities  Coordinator 
Environmental  Assessment  Branch 


ink  \ 

V® IJ 
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United  states  Department  of  the  interior 

FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 

Division  of  Ecological  Services 
1612  June  Avenue 
Panama  City,  Florida  32405 

October  15,  1984 


District  Engineer 

U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

P.0.  Box  2288 

Mobile,  Alabama  36628 

Dear  Sir: 

This  is  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act  Report  for  the  Boggy  Bayou 
Shore  Protection  Project  at  the  City  of  Valpariso,  Okaloosa  County,  Florida. 

The  project  is  advertised  in  Public  Notice  FP84-VB-02-04,  dated  October  2, 

1984.  Our  report  is  provided  under  the  terms  of  the  Fiscal  Year  1985  Scope 
of  Work  and  Transfer  Funding  Agreement,  and  in  accordance  with  provisions  of 
the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act  (48  Stat.  401,  as  amended;  16  U.S.C. 

661  et  seq.).  It  was  prepared  in  cooperation  with  the  Florida  Game  and 
Fresh  Water  Fish  Commission  and  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service,  and 
includes  review  of  the  draft  Reconnaissance  Report,  Environmental  Assessment, 
404(b)  Evaluation,  and  Finding  of  No  Significant  Impacts.  This  project 
is  being  studied  under  the  authority  of  Section  103  of  the  River  and  Harbor 
Act  of  1962. 

All  of  the  aforementioned  documents  are  well  written,  and  provide  accurate, 
adequate  consideration  of  fish  and  wildlife  resources.  We  therefore  have  no 
suggestions  for  revisions. 

Protection  from  bank  erosion  is  being  considered  for  a  700-foot  portion  of 
Boggy  Bayou  shoreline  that  is  approximately  centered  on  the  Intersection 
of  Bayshore  Drive  and  Magnolia  Avenue.  Three  structural  erosion  protection 
plans  are  discussed  in  the  Reconnaisance  Report.  These  are  described  below. 

Plan  1  would  provide  shoreline  protection  with  a  sloping  stone  revetment 
approximately  three  feet  high  and  15  feet  wide,  with  the  waterward  edge  of  the 
revetment  paralleling  the  shore  along  the  one- foot  depth  contour.  According 
to  the  Reconnaissance  Report,  this  is  the  landward  most  englneeringly  feasible 
location  to  construct  the  revetment,  and  is  a  revision  from  the  two-foot  depth 
contour  considered  earlier.  A  stone  apron  2  feet  wide  would  extend  along  the 
waterward  base  of  the  revetment.  Backfilling  shoreward  of  the  revetment  would 
form  a  sloping  earthen  embankment  that  would  be  strip  sodded,  seeded  and  mulched 
In  the  Reconnaissance  Report  Plan  1  is  considered  the  plan  that  best  meets  plan¬ 
ning  objectives  and  minimizes  environmental  impacts.  It  is  therefore  the  plan 
that  Mobile  District  recommends  for  implementation. 

Plan  2  would  provide  protection  with  a  vertical  timber  bulkhead  3  feet  high, 
paralleling  the  shore  along  the  mean  lov  water  line,  and  returning  to  high 
ground  at  each  end.  A  sloping  earthen  embankment  landward  of  the  bulkhead 
would  be  formed  by  backfilling. 
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Plan  2B  would  provide  protection  with  a  vertical  timber  bulkhead  and  earthen 
embankment  as  in  Plan  2,  with  a  stone  apron  5  feet  wide  placed  along  the  toe 
of  the  bulkhead. 

In  general,  the  study  area  consists  of  residential  property  landward  of 
Bayshore  Drive;  the  street  Itself;  a  moderate  to  steep  10-  to  20-foot  high 
slope  below  the  street,  vegetated  with  mixed  grasses,  shrubs,  and  trees;  a 
gently  sloping  grassy  zone  and  sandy  bayou  beach  with  scattered  trees  at  the 
base  of  the  slope;  and  sand-bottom  bayou  shallow  immediately  offshore  from 
the  beach.  Sandy  estuarine  intertidal  and  shallow  shore  zones,  such  as 
occur  in  the  project  area,  have  life  support  values  not  found  in  deeper  areas. 
Numerous  Invertebrates  inhabit  the  substrate;  smaller  forms  of  f Infish,  in¬ 
cluding  certain  seafood  and  forage  species,  feed  and  seek  refuge  in  the  shal¬ 
lows;  and  shore  and  wading  birds  use  the  shallow  and  adjacent  land  for  feeding 
and  resting.  Fauna  directly  provided  with  habitat  include  penaeid  shrimp, 
blue  crab,  flounder,  mullets,  forage  fish,  herons,  egrets,  terns,  and  sand¬ 
pipers.  Fauna  indirectly  benefltted  through  the  food  chain  Include  bluefish, 
seatrouts,  red  drum,  common  loon,  double-crested  cormorant,  brown  pelican, 
mergansers,  osprey,  and  bottlenose  dolphin. 

Plan  1  would  adequately  conserve  shore  zone  habitat,  provide  a  biologically 
valuable  substrate  (riprap)  as  mitigation  for  unavoidable  losses  of  inter¬ 
tidal  and  shallow  subtldal  areas,  and  serve  as  an  example  of  an  environment¬ 
ally  sound  project.  Because  of  this.  Plan  1  is  the  plan  preferred  by  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 

Plan  2B  would  cause  a  loss  of  existing  shoreline  habitat,  but  would  result 
in  considerable  riprap  being  placed  in  the  post-project  intertidal  and 
shallow  water  zones.  This  hard  substrate,  with  its  large  surface  area  and 
numerous  interstices,  would  provide  good  quality  attachment,  shelter,  and 
foraging  habitat  for  aquatic  biota;  and  would  mitigate  the  loss  of  natural 
shoreline.  However,  the  preservative-treated  timber  bulkhead  might  be  detri¬ 
mental  to  aquatic  biota  (see  below).  In  light  of  this.  Plan  2B  is  a  biologi¬ 
cally  acceptable  alternative,  but  somewhat  less  so  than  Plan  1 . 

Plan  2  would  eliminate  natural  shoreline  habitat,  with  no  features  to  mitigate 
fish  and  wildlife  losses.  The  preservative-treated  vertical  timber  face  of 
the  bulkhead  has  little  value  as  aquatic  habitat.  In  fact,  preservative 
chemicals  leaking  from  marine  construction  timbers  can  be  toxic  to  aquatic 
biota.  In  addition,  we  have  observed  that  waves  reflected  from  vertical 
bulkheads  tend  to  scour  a  trough  at  the  base  of  the  bulkhead,  which  further 
reduces  any  shallow  water  habitat  remaining  after  completion  of  the  project. 

For  these  reasons,  and  because  Plan  2  would  sat  an  undesirable  example  for 
the  public,  we  consider  this  plan  to  be  by  far  the  alternative  most  detrimental 
to  fish  and  wildlife  resources. 

Under  all  of  the  structural  plans  discussed  above,  backfilling  and  other 
construction  activities  would  reduce  or  eliminate  existing  vegetation  be¬ 
tween  Bayshore  Drive  and  the  water.  This  would  cause  a  loss  of  habitat  for 
several  species  of  birds  (such  as  song  birds,  belted  kingfisher,  woodpecker) , 
and  diminish  associated  public  benefits.  These  losses  appear  to  be  an  un¬ 
avoidable  aspect  of  project  construction,  but  could  be  mitigated  through 
minor  changes  in  project  plans. 
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In  view  of  the  preceeding,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  offers  the  follow¬ 
ing  conclusions  and  recommendations: 


1.  We  concur  with  selection  of  Plan  1  as  the  recommended  plan. 

2.  If  Plan  1  is  not  implemented.  Plan  2B  would  be  an  environmentally 
acceptable  alternative. 

3.  Plan  2  not  be  Implemented  because  of  excessive,  unacceptable 
losses  of  fish  and  wildlife  resources. 

4.  Terrestrial  wildlife  habitat  and  associated  public  benefits  lost 
due  to  project  construction  be  mitigated  by  including  an  abund¬ 
ance  of  trees  and  shrubs  of  several  species  in  embankment  stabi¬ 
lization  plantings. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  participate  in  the  planning  of  this  project. 

Please  let  us  know  if  additional  information  or  assistance  is  needed. 


EPA,  Atlanta,  GA 
NMBS ,  St.  Petersburg,  FL 
NMFS ,  Panama  City,  FL 
FL  DER,  Tallahassee,  FL 
FL  DNR,  Tallahassee,  FL 
FL  G&FC,  Tallahassee,  FL 
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Florida  Gaml  and  fresh  water  fis*i  commission 


C.  TOM  RAINEY.  D.V.M.  THOMAS  L.  HIRES,  SR. 
Chairman,  Miami  Vice-Chairman.  Lake  Wale* 


WILLIAM  G.  BOSTICK.  JR.  J.H.  BAROCO  MRS.  GILBERT  W.  HUMPHREY 
Winter  Haven  Pensacola  Miccosukee 


ROBERT  M.  BRANTLY,  Executive  Director 
F.G.  BANKS,  Assistant  Executive  Director 


FARRIS  BRYANT  BUILDING 
620  South  Meridian  Street 
Tallahassee,  Florida  32301 
(904)488-1960 


October  16,  1984 


Ms.  Marlene  Nester 

Mobile  District,  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
Post  Office  Box  2288 
Mobile,  AL  36628 


RE:  Section  103  Draft  Report 
Shore  Protection  Feasi¬ 
bility  Study  on  Boggy 
Bayou,  Valparaiso, 
Okaloosa  County 


Dear  Ms .  Nester : 


The  Office  of  Environmental  Services  of  the  Florida  Game 
and  Fresh  Water  Fish  Commission  has  reviewed  the  referenced 
document  and  offers  no  objection  to  the  recommended  plan  for 
providing  shoreline  protection  along  Boggy  Bayou. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  this  report. 
Please  contact  us  if  we  may  be  of  further  assistance. 


Sincerely, 

l 75. 

Douglas  B.  Bailey 

Assistant  Director 

Office  of  Environmental  Services 


DBB/RM/ms 
ENV  2-1-2A 
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STATE  OF  FLORIDA 

DEPARTMENT  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  REGULATION 


NORTHWEST  DISTRICT 

160  GOVERNMENTAL  center 
PENSACOLA.  F LORI OA  32501-579* 


BOB  GRAHAK 
GOVERN''!. 

VICTORIA  J.  TSCHINKE  i 
SECRETAR 

ROBERT  V.  KRIEGEL 
DISTRICT  MANAGER 


October  9r  1984 


Col.  Patrick  Kelly 
Post  Office  Box  2288 
Mobile ,  Alabama  36628 

Dear  Col.  Kelly: 

This  is  to  acknowledge  receipt  of  your  application,  file  number 
46093951 1 ,  for  a  permit  to: 

construct  700  linear  ft.  of  rip-rap  revetment. 

This  letter  constitutes  notice  that  a  permit  will  be  required  for  your 
project  pursuant  to  Chapter (s)  253  and  403,  Florida  Statutes. 

Your  application  for  permit  is  -incomplete.  Please  provide  the 
information  listed  on  the  attached  sheet  promptly.  Evaluation  of  your 
proposed  project  will  be  delayed  until  all  requested  information  has 
been  received. 

If  you  have  any  questions,  please  contact  Cliff  Bohlke  at  904/43608428 
of  this  office.  When  referring  to  this  project,  please  use  the  file 
number  indicated. 

Sincerely, 


W.  Richard  Fancher 
Dredge  and  Fill  Supervisor 


WRF/wfb 


DER  Form  17-1.201  (4) 
Effective  November  30,  1982 


Protecting  Florida  and  Your  Quality  of  Ufa 


STATE  OF  FLORIDA 


DEPARTMENT  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  REGULATION 


NORTHWEST  DISTRICT 

160  GOVERNMENTAL  CENTER 
PENSACOLA.  FLORIDA  32501-5794 


BOB  GRAK 
GOVERN 

VICTORIA  J.  TSCHINKEL 

SECRETE  t 

ROBERT  V.  KRIEGEL 
DISTRICT  MANAGER 


October  9,  1984 


COMPLETENESS  SUMMARY 
DREDGE  &  FILL  PERMIT  APPLICATION 


File  No.  460939511 


NAME:  Col.  Patrick  Kelly 
ADDRESS:  Post  Office  Box  2288 
Mobile,  AL.  36628 


DATE  RECEIVED:  10/4/84 
DATE  REVIEWED:  10/9/84 
BY:  C.  Rohlke 


The  following  marked  items  were  omitted  or  were  found  to  be  incomplete 
in  your  explication  as  submitted: 


GENERAL 


Application  Fee.  $0.00  has  been  received;  $100.00  is  due. 

[FAC  Rule  17-4.05]  _ 

APPLICATION  FORM  [FAC  Rule  17-1.203(1)] 

Your  application  was  not  signed;  please  sign  and  return. 

Your  affidavit  of  ownership  was  not  notarized;  please  have  notarized. 

DRAWINGS  [FAC  Rule  17-1.203(1)] 

Plan  view:  Please  provide  a  more  detailed  view.  Indicate  maximum 
waterward  distance  of  revetment  below  MHW.  Show  approx.  MLW  submitted 
plan  view  indicates  over  2500'  of  shoreline,  application  states  700*. 
Please  clarify. 


Cross-sectional  view:  Section  views  (1,2, and  3)  are  not  indicated  on 
the  submitted  plan  view. 


A-28 

Protecting  Florid*  end  Your  Quelity  of  Life 


STATE  OF  FLORIDA 

DEPARTMENT  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  REGULATION 


fWIN  TOWERS  ORRICS  BUILDING 
2800  BLAIR  STONE  ROAO 
TALLAHASSEE.  F LORI OA  32301 


U.  S.  Army  Corps  Of  Engineers 
C/0  Patrick  J.  Kelly 
Post  Office  Box  2288 
*  "  Mobile,  Alabama  366"28-0001 


Dear  Colonel  Kelly: 

Thia  is  to  acknowledge  receipt  of  your  application,  file  nuaber  460939399 
for  a  para.it  to<  construct  a  riprap  shoreline  700  foot  long 

backfilled  with  sand  and  gravel. 


CX  1  Thia  lattar  conatitutaa  notica  that  a  peralt  will  ba  required  for  your  projact 
pursuant  to  Chapter(it)  403  Tlorlda  Statutaa. 

Your  application  for  parait  is  coaolata  aa  of  __ _____ _____ ___ ______ 

and  processing  has  begun.  You  ata  advised  that  tha  department  undar  Chapter  120, 
Florida  Statutaa,  auat  taka  final  action  on  your  application  within  ninaty  (90) 
days  unleaa  tha  tiaa  ia  tollad  by  an  adainistr ativa  hearing. 

a 

Your  application  for  parait  is  lncoaolata.  Plaaaa  provide  tha  inforaation  listed 
on  tha  attached  sheet  proaptly.  evaluation  of  your  proposed  project  will  be 
delayed  until  all  requested  inforaation  has  bean  received. 

[  ]  The  additional  inforaation  was  received  on  ________ 

was  rsviawad,  however,  tha  itaas  listed  on  tha  attached  sheet  raaaln  incoaplete. 
Evaluation  of  your  proposed  projact  will  continue  to  be  delayed  until  we  receive 
all  raquaated  inforaation. 

t  ]  Ac  this  tics  no  permit  is  required  for  your  project  by  this  dapartaant.  Any 
aodi ficstiona  in  your  plans  should  be  subaitted  for  review,  ae  changes  asy  result 
in  peraits  being  required.  This  letter  does  not  relieve  you  froa  the  need  to 
obtain  any  other  peraits  (local,  atats  or  federal)  which  aay  be  required. 


If  you  hove  any  queetlona,  please  contact  thp  nn^prsiansd 

of  thia  office.  When  referring  to  this  project,  pleeee  use  the  file  nuaber  indicated. 


cc:  D.E.R.,  Pensacola 

•  oc»  r.,.0' M:^i}ae/Horne 

Effective  Novaaber  30,  1982 


Sincerely , 


Mark  Latch 

Environmental  Specialist 
Standard  Permitting  Section 
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Frotacdng  Florida  and  Your  Quality  of  Ufa 


STATE  OF  FLORIDA 


DEPARTMENT  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  REGULATION 


TWIN  TOWERS  OFFICE  BUILOING 
J60O  BLAIR  STONE  ROAD 
TALLAHASSEE,  FLORIDA  32301  8241 


COMPLETENESS  SUMMARY 
DREDGE  &  FILL  PERMIT  APPLICATION 


BOB  GRAHAM 
GOVERNOR 

VICTORIA  J.  TSCHINKEL 
SECRETARY 


File  No. 460939399 .  Okaloosa  County 


NAME:  U*  S.  Army  C.O.E. 

ADDRESS:  Post  Office  Box  2288 

Mobile,  Alabama  36628-0001 


DATE  RECEIVED:  October  4, 
DATE  REVIEWED:  November  2 


BY:  M.  Latch, 


1984 

1984 


The  following  marked  items  were  omitted  or  were  found  to  be  incomplete  in  your  applies 

tion  as  submitted: 

GENERAL 

(  X  ]  Application  fee.  $  100  has  been  received;  $  0  is  due.  [FAC  Rule  17-4.05] 

[  1  Letter  of  authorizat ion  for  your  agent.  [FAC  Rule  17-1.203(1)] 

[  ]  Certification  of  drawings  by  a  professional  engineer  or  re,  itered  land 

surveyor.  [FAC  Rule  17-4.05] 

[  X  )  Two  copies  of  aerial  photographs  of  project  area,  scale  1:24,000  (1"  ■  2000 
ft)  or  greater  (more  detailed).  [FAC  Rule  17-1.203(1)] 

[  ]  Consent  of  use  of  state-owned  land  from  the  Board  of  Trustees  (Department  of 

NOTE  Natural  Resources)  in  the  form  of  See  attached  notes _ _  . 

(See  application  pamphlet  for  explanation)  [Section  253.77,  F.S. ] 

APPLICATION  FORM  [FAC  Rule  17-1.203(1)] 

[  ^  ]  Your  application  was  not  signed;  please  sign  and  return. 

[  X  ]  Your  affidavit  of  ownership  was  not  signed/notarized;  please  sign/have 
notarized. 

[  ]  Item  No.  _  was  not  completed.  Please  provide  _ 


DRAWINGS  (FAC  Rule  17-1.203(1)] 

(  ]  Vicinity  map: 

[  X  ]  Plan  view:  See  attached  Notes 
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[  X  ]  Cross-sectional  view:  See  attached  Motes 


Attached  Notes 

File  No.  460939399,  Okaloosa  County 
U.  S.  Army  C.O.E. 

1.  The  application  form  indicates  700  feet  of  riprap  revetment. 

The  drawings  provided  indicate  a  "Study  area"  of  more  than  3200  feet, 
but  does  not  indicate  the  area  where  work  is  to  occur.  Please 
provide  a  plan  view  drawing  indicating  the  specified  area  where  the 
revetment  is  to  be  placed.  These  drawings  should  indicate  the  existing 
mean  high  water  line  (MHW) ,  the  existing  bluff  line,  the  proposed 
revetment,  and  the  areas  of  backfill. 

F.A.C  Rule  17-12.060 

2.  Plate  8  indicates  three  additional  cross  sections  that  are  different 
from  the  section  in  Figure  2.  If  these  additional  sections  are  applicable 
please  indicate  the  portions  of  the  project  for  which  each  section 
applies. 

F.A.C.  Rules  17-12.060 

3.  On  the  plan  view  drawing,  please  indicate  the  areas  of  wetland 
involvement. 

F.A.C.  Rule  17-12.060 
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NOTE: 


The  department  may  deny  a  permit  application  if  the  applicant, 
after  receiving  timely  notice,  fails  to  correct  errors,  omissions, 
or  supply  additional  information  within  a  reasonable  period  of 
time  (Subsection  17-4 . 28 ( 11 ) ( a) ,  Florida  Administrative  Code). 
However,  the  department  recognizes  that  there  may  be  extra  time 
required  for  completing  a  hydrographic  study,  a  water  quality 
study,  or  other  appropriate  surveys,  when  such  may  be  necessary  to 
complete  an  application.  Reasonable  time  will  be  allowed  to 
pursue  such  items.  Moreover,  extra  time  may  be  granted  upon  the 
applicant's  written  request." 

pursuant  to  Section  403.815,  Florida  Statutes,  and  Section 
17-103.150,  Florida  Administrative  Code,  you  are  required  to 
publish  (at  your  own  expense)  a  Notice  of  Proposed  Agency  Action 
in  the  legal  ad  section  of  a  newspaper  of  general  circulation  in 
the  county  where  the  activitiy  is  proposed.  The  notice  will  be 
provided  you  upon  development  of  intended  agency  action.  Failure 
to  publish  the  notice  in  an  expeditious  manner  will  result  in  the 
denial  of  your  application  for  permit. 

For  your  information:  Section  370-034,  Florida  Statutes,  requires 
that  all  dredge  and  fill  equipment  owned,  used,  leased,  rented  or 
operated  in  the  state  shall  be  registered  with  the  Department  of 
Natural  Resources.  Before  select  ing  ..your  contractor  or  equipment 
you  may  wish  to  ascertain  if  this  requirement  has  been  met.  For 
further  information,  contact  Richard  Healy,  Chief,  Bureau  of 
Licenses  and  Motorboat  Registration,  Department  of  Natural 
Resources,  3900  Commonwealth  Boulevard,  Tallahassee,  Florida 
32303.  Telephone  Number  904/488-1195.  THIS  IS  NOT  A  REQUIREMENT 
FOR  A  PERMIT  FROM  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  REGULATION. 

The  applicant  is  herein  advised  that  Florida  law  states: 

"No  person  shall  commence  any  excavation,  construction,  or  other 
activity  involving  the  use  of  sovereign  or  other  lands  of  the 
state,  title  to  which  is  vested  in  the  Board  of  Trustees  of  the 
Internal  Improvement  Trust  Fund  or  the  Department  of  Natural 
Resources  under  Chapter  253,  until  such  person  has  received  from 
the  Board  of  Trustees  of  the  Internal  Improvement  Trust  Fund  the 
required  lease,  license,  easement,  or  other  form  of  consent 
authorizing  the  proposed  use."  If  such  work  is  done  without 
consent,  a  fine  for  each  offense  in  an  amount  of  up  to  $10,000  may 
be  imposed. 
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APPENDIX  B 

LOCAL  COOPERATION 


March  9,  1982 


Project  Director  Shoreline  Restoration  Division 

Corps  of  Engineers 

Mobile  District 

P.  0.  Box  2288 

Mobile,  Alabama  36628 


Dear  Sir; 

Enclosed  is  a  copy  of  a  resolution  passed  last  night  by 
the  City  Commission  of  the  City  of  Valparaiso  concerning 
erosion  control  problems  in  the  City.  If  further  Information 
is  required  in  order  to  begin  study  programs  in  this  area 
please  let  me  know. 


Sincerely , 


Bob  Koncar 

Administrative  Assistant 


Resolution  2-3-8-82 


WHEREAS,  the  City  of  Valparaiso  is  bordered  by  navigable  water  ways 
(i.e.  Boggy  Bayou  and  Tom's  Bayou) ,  the  City  has  experienced  a  severe 
erosion  problem  in  certain  coastal  areas  of  the  City. 

WHEREAS,  certain  areas  of  the  City  have  continued  to  experience 
severe  erosion  due  to  natural  wave  action  and  frequent  storms. 

WHEREAS,  the  erosion  has  become  severe  enough  in  some  areas  to  threaten 
City  rights-of-way  and  certain  piiblic  utilities  (water  and  sewer  lines) . 

WHEREAS,  the  City's  Public  Works  Department  has  been  unsuccessful 
in  containing  the  erosion-  in  certain  areas  of  the  City. 

NOW  THEREFORE,  be  it  resolved,  by  the  City  Commission,  of  the  City 
of  Valparaiso,  Valparaiso,  Florida,  that  under  the  authority  provided  in 
section  103  in  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  1962;  as  amended,  the  City  Commission 
hereby  requests  that  the  Corp  of  Engineers  (under  the  above  referenced  act) , 
study  the  beach  erosion  control  problems  in  the  following  areas  of  the  City 
of  Valparaiso. 

Area  I;  is  a  600*  section  of  shoreline  along  the  Northeastern  shore 
of  Plat  1  along  Bayshore  Drive.  This  section  is  located  between  the 
landmarks  of  the  Valparaiso  Inn  and  Lincoln  Park. 

Area  II:  is  a  1,000'  section  of  shoreline  located  along  the  North¬ 
eastern  shore  of  Plat  1  along  Bayshore  Drive.  This  section  is  located 
between  the  landmarks  of  Ship  Yard  Point  and  Lincoln  Park. 

Area  III:  is  a  450'  section  of  shoreline  located  on  the  northern 
shore  of  Plat  1  along  Bayshore  Drive  this  section  is  located  along  the 
landmarks  of  Ship  Yard  Point  and  Northend  Avenue. 

PASSED  AND  ADOPTED  THIS  >.  DAY  OF  f|  '*  <■  1  1982. 


City/Clerk 


July  13,  1983 


Coastal  Branch 


Mr.  lob  Koaear 
bhliri  etratlva  Assistant 
City  of  Valparaiso 
Post  Of flea  Bex  296 
Valparaiso,  Florida  32580 

Door  Nr.  Koaear, 

la  rasponsa  to  poor  lot  tar  request  of  March  9,  1982,  we  hare 
eoaplatad  a  draft  raconaalaaaaea  report  on  Shore  Erosion 
ContrAl  problaas  at  Valparaiso,  Florida,  one  copy  of  which  la 
attached.  This  report  la  bains  prepared  tinder  authority  of 
Section  14  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1946.  The  purpose  of 
this  latter  Is  to  Inf ora  you  of  the  preliminary  findings  of 
the  reconnaissance  report  and  explain  possible  future  study 
and  laplaasntatlon  responsibilities.  This  draft  reconnaissance 
report  is  presently  being  coordinated  with  the  Florida 
Department  of  Wnrlwmaanfal  Ksgdiatlon,  D.9.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service,  end  other  enviroenoatal  agencies  to  identify  envlron- 
neatal  concerns  that  should  be  addressed  la  more  detailed 
stadias. 


This  feasibility  study  la  being  conducted  In  two  phases: 
reconnaissance  sad  expanded  recoaaalsaanee.  The  pr leery  pur¬ 
pose  of  the  reconnaissance  report  la  to  daterelae  whether 
there  la  a  Federal  Internal  la  shore  erosion  control  aaasures 
to  protect  Bey  Shore  Drive  and  to  Identify  a  potential  solution 
which  la  ecooonlcally , snglneerlngly  viable  and  environmentally 
sound.  Thla  reconnaissance  report  suggests  that  such  Federal 
Interest  exists  and  that  aore  detailed  studies  are  warranted.  ^ 
An  expended  reconnslsaance  study  will  be  r  sc  om  sorted  to  consider  ' 
a  range  of  alternative  solutions  and  select  the  beat.  It  will 
provide  a  more  detailed  appraisal  of  coats,  beaaflts,  and 
envlroueental  lapaets  and  a  consequent  determination  as  to 
whether  th  recomsand  construction  of  erosion  control  eeasurea. 

Should  the  expanded  recounalsaeaea  reeoneand  constsuetlon 
of  eroeloa  control  eeasurea,  construction  eoats  for  Seetlon  14 
projects  are  funded  100  percent  Federal,  up  to  a  aaxlaun  of 
$250,000  Federal  share  and  also  requires  that  the  local  sponsor 
eenply  with  the  following: 
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a.  Provide  without  coat  to  the  United  States  all  neces¬ 
sary  land*,  uMMSt,  rights-of-way  and  ralocatlona  for  con¬ 
struction  of  tho  pro j act. 

b.  Bold  and  «n  tho  Diltad  Stataa  froo  (rea  for 

damgws  ahleh  nay  raaalt  tram  canatructlom  and  subsequent 
mint  ana  ora  of  tba  projact,  axe  apt  d  mages  dna  to  tho  fault  or 
nagllganea  of  tha  Oaltad  Stataa  or  lta  contractor* « 

Cm  Assure  mlntananca  and  rapelr  during  tha  ocononic 
Ufa  of  tha  projact  aa  required  to  aerra  tha  istaadad  purposes. 

d.  Assure  that  mtar  pollution  that  non  Id  affect  tha 
health  of  tha  public  utilizing  tho  project  shoreline  will  not 
be  peraitted. 

a.  Contribute  in  eaah  tha  local  a hare  of  projact  con— 
a traction  coat  and  assists  full  raaponaibility  for  all  projact 
costa  in  excess  of  the  Federal  coat  limitation  of  $250,000. 

After  allowing  elm  for  all  partiaa  to  receive  copies  of 
draft  report,  we  will  request  a  alts  visit  of  all  those 
erned.  Va  look  forward  to  working  with  you  on  this  study 
will  ba  in  contact  with  you  la  tha  near  future  concerning 
site  visit.  Zf  you  haws  any  questions,  plaaaa  do  not 
tats  to  call  m  of  Mr.  BUI  Tnongmn  at  (205)  694-3807. 

Sincerely, 


Bnclosuree 


Lawrence  S.  Green 
Chief,  Flaming  Division 
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August  10,  1983 


Mr.  Lawrence  R.  Green 
Chief,  Planning  Division 
Department  of  the  Army 
Mobile  District 
Corps  of  Engineers 
P.0.  Box  2288 
Mobile,  AL  36628 

Dear  Sir: 

After  having  reviewed  the  draft  study  prepaired  by  your  office  for 
the  City  of  Valparaiso  erosion  problems,  the  following  comments 
are  offered: 

1.  The  study  appears  complete  in  its  attention  to 
the  erosion  problems  of  the  proposed  study  area. 

2.  Statistical  data  seems  to  be  in  order  and  cor¬ 
rectly  utilized. 

3.  The  proposed  solution  to  the  erosion  problem  is 
the  best  solution  to  the  present  problem  and  in 
our  opinion  the  only  long  term  solution. 

4.  The  City  has  no  objections  or  additions  to  the 
study  and  recommends  completion  of  the  final 
study  as  soon  as  possible. 

Thank  you  for  your  cooperation  in  this  matter. 

Sincerely, 

Bob  Koncar 

Administrative  Assistant 
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December  13,  1983 


Mr.  Larry  Godwin 
Corps  of  Engineers 
Mobile  District 
P.  0.  Box  2288 
Mobile,  Alabama 


Dear  Sir, 

At  last  night's  City  Commission  meeting  the  City  Commission  decided 
on  the  following  course  of  action  in  response  to  your  conversation 
with  me  about  the  City's  proposed  shoreline  erosion  project: 

1.  Request  the  Corps  to  reconsider  the  project  for 
possible  inclusion  in  the  emergency  catergory, 

2.  If  upon  reevaluatioh  of  the  project  the  Corps 
does  not  include  it  in  the  emergency  funding  catergory, 
then  the  City  would  like  to  consider  a  phased  project  that 
would  address  only  the  areas  of  critical  concern. 

The  City  Commission  stressed  the  fact  that  they  are  not  in  a  fin-* 
ancial  position  at  this  time  to  fund  a  portion  of  a  project  of 
this  nature.  Therefore,  it  strongly  suggests  that  the  Corps 
carefully  consider  the  areas  of  critical  concern  and  consider 
funding  that  portion  of  the  project.  The  Commission  also  wanted 
to  make  sure  that  the  project  is  not  dropped  from  the  Corps 
project  list  and  is  willing  to  listen  to  any  proposal  that  the 
Corps  has. 

If  you  have  any  questions  please  give  me  a  call. 


Sincerely , 


Bob  Koncar 

Administrative  Assistant 


September  13,  1984 


Mr.  Lawrence  R.  Green 

Chief,  Planning  Division 

Department  of  the  Army 

Mobile  District  -  Corps  of  Engineers 

P.  0.  Box  2288 

Mobile,  Alabama  36628 


Dear  Sir, 

In  response  to  your  letter  of  September  7th,  the  City  approves 
of  the  type  of  construction  proposed.  Further,  the  City  will  be 
more  than  happy  to  comply  with  items  a,  b,  c,  e,  f,  g,  and  h  as 
stated  in  your  letter.  However,  item  d  which  requires  us  to  pay 
for  50%  of  the  total  cost  of  the  project  presents  a  problem  for 
us.  As  you  are  aware  the  project  was  formely  in  the  emergency 
funding  catergory,  thus  providing  for  federal  funding  of  the 
project  up  to  $250,000.00. 

Your  letter  of  September  7th  requesting  that  the  City  share  50/50 
with  the  Corps  for  funding  of  the  project  represents  an  unexcepted 
change.  In  as  much  as  we  were  under  the  impression  that  the  Corps 
would  pay  for  the  entire  project,  the  City  did  not  budget  any  funds 
for  this  project,  in  addition  the  City  is  not  currently  in  a  fin¬ 
ancial  position  to  fund  such  a  share.  However,  the  City  is  vitally 
interested  in  the  project  and  feels  that  it  warrants  being  consider¬ 
ed  as  an  emergency  project.  Therefore,  we  are  requesting  that  you 
please  review  the  project  once  again  and  reconsider  placing  the  pro¬ 
ject  back  on  the  emergency  funding  list. 

Please  consider  our  request  and  let  me  know  what  position  the  Corps 
take  in  this  matter.  Thank  you  so  much  for  your  consideration 
in  this  matter,  if  you  have  any  questions  please  let  me  know. 


Sincerely, 

Bob  Koncar 

Administrative  Assistant  to  the  Mayor  and  Commission 
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December  21 , 


Mr.  Lawrence  R.  Green 
Chief  -  Planning  Division 
U.  S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
Mobile  District 
P.  0.  Box  2288 
Mobile,  Alabama  36628 

Dear  Mr.  Green, 

This  letter  is  in  response  to  your  letters  of  September  7th  and  October 
15th,  1984,  concerning  the  proposed  project  to  remedy  the  erosion  pro¬ 
blem  at  Boggy  Bayou.  As  the  local  sponsor,  the  City  of  Valparaiso  is 
in  full  support  of  the  proposed  plan  and  intends  to  fulfill  the  follow¬ 
ing  items  of  local  responsibilities: 

a.  Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  lands,  easements, 
rights-of-way,  relocations  and  utility  adjustments  necessary  for  the 
construction  and  subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project. 

b.  Hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the 
construction  of  the  project  when  not  the  fault  or  negligence  of  the 
United  States  or  its  contractors. 

c.  Assure  continued  conditions  of  public  ownership  and  public  use 
of  the  shore  upon  which  the  amount  of  Federal  participation  is  based 
during  the  economic  life  of  the  project. 

d.  Provide  a  cash  or  in  kind  contribution  for  beach  erosion  control 
equal  to  the  appropriate  percentage  of  the  final  construction  costs  allo¬ 
cated  to  this  function  exclusive  of  lands,  rights-of-ways,  easements, 
alternations,  and  relocations,  the  percentage  to  be  in  accordance  with 
existing  law  and  based  on  the  extent  of  share  in  public  ownership  or  use 
at  the  time  of  implementation. 

e.  Assure  maintenance  and  repair  during  the  economic  life  of  the 
project  as  required  to  serve  the  intended  purposes  without  cost  to  the 
United  States  and  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Army. 

f.  Assume  full  responsibility  for  all  project  costs  in  excess  of 
the  Federal  cost  limitation  of  $1,000,000.00. 
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g.  Comply  with  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  Uniform  Relocation 
Assistance  Real  Property  Acquisition  Policies  Act  of  1970  (Public  Law 
91-646),  approved  2  January  1971. 

h.  Comply  with  Title  VI  of  the  Civil  Rights  Act  of  1964  (PL  88- 

352). 

As  you  know,  the  City  had  been  under  the  impression  that  the  project 
was  In  the  emergency  category  and  eligible  for  Federal  funding  under 
Section  14  authority.  Therefore,  funds  were  not  allocated  In  our  FY  85 
budget,  and  the  City  will  not  be  able  to  comply  with  the  local  cost 
sharing  requirement  at  this  time.  Please  be  advised  that  the  City  is 
concerned  about  the  loss  of  public  road  due  to  the  erosion  problem  and 
prefers  that  the  project  be  constructed  under  Section  14  authority. 
However,  as  funds  become  available  in  FY  86,  the  City  will  again  consider 
its  share  of  construction  costs  for  the  proposed  plan.  We  request  that 
this  study  be  kept  active  in  the  meantime. 


Sincerely, 

Bob  Koncar 

Administrative  Assistant  to  the  Mayor  and  Commission 


VALPARAISO  FLORIDA  32580 

September  3,  1985 

/ 

Mr.  Roger  A.  Burke 
Chief  -  Coastal  Branch 
Department  of  the  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers 
Mobile  District 
P.  0.  Box  2288 
Mobile,  Alabama  36628 

Dear  Sir; 

The  City  Commission  of  the  City  Valparaiso  has  considered  funding  the  proposed 
Corps  of  Engineers  erosion  control  project  for  Valparaiso  during  the  last  two 
budget  years.  Due  to  the  cost  of  the  project  to  the  City  we  must  decline  to 
participate  in  the  project  at  this  time.  The  City’s  ever  increasing  operational 
costs  will  not  permit  us  to  fund  an  amount  sufficient  to  participate  in  the 
project  with  the  Corps. 

We  want  to  express  our  appreciation  to  the  Corps  for  all  of  your  efforts  on  this 
study  project,  as  well  as,  past  projects  within  the  City. 


Sincerely, 


Bob  Koncar 

Administrative  Assistant  to  the  Mayor  and  Commission 
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VALPARAISO  FLORIDA  3SSBO 

December  13,  1985 


Mr.  Larry  Godwin 

Department  of  the  Army 

Mobile  District  -  P.0.  Box  2288 

Coastal  Branch 

Corps  of  Engineers 

Mobile,  AL  36628 

Dear  Mr.  Godwin: 

This  letter  is  to  confirm  my  telephone  conversation  with  you  this 
date,  to  defer  the  Bayshore  Drive  Project  for  one  year,  amd  to 
request  the  plans  be  modified  to  provide  recreational  enhance¬ 
ment  to  the  area. 

This  is  a  vital  project  for  the  City  and  one  the  City  would  like 
to  see  completed.  Therefore,  we  are  requesting  that  the  project 
be  continued  on  your  open  projects  list. 


B-l  1 


lu  Arnold#  Jr# 


Wlparmlso,  Florid*  32530 
Out  ttgor  Arnold: 


writing  in  regards  to  a  latter  of  Paonber  13,  1985  fro# 
».  Floyd,  City  dark  of  telparafao,  which  reqoasted  that 
:  stadias  for  team  protection  along  Bayaboro  Drive  for  m 
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HU  interaats  to  pay  S  pacoant  of  tea  ooat  of 
net  tart  I  m  preride  all  lends,  aaoaaents, 
adpl  eater  la)  dtapoeafl  araaa  required  fen:  tee 
parfnn  all  related  naoaaaary  relocation*,  if 
rr that  lane  required  above  is  leas  ten  25 
t  the  project,  tee  an  Federal  interests  stall 

fcritatixn  ef  tee  nan-federal  interests  is  equal 
asst  of  tee  project.  Has,  rather  ten 
of  tea  project  cost  aa  peerlessly  required,  tee 
qelrad  to  proride  25  percent  of  the  coat  of  tee 


M  tela  tlaer  we  aead  a  latter  indicating  the  City's  position  on 
tea  project.  If  tea  dasire  is  to  proceed  toward  construction  of  the 
project,  we  will  need  to  reri m  the  report  to  reflect  tee  new  ooat 
tearing  policy.  If  yes  hare  any  questions  concerning  the  new 
project  seat  staring  or  concerning  the  need  for  the  latter,  please 
feel  free  to  oall  on  m  or  Mr.  BcMard  Donley,  Acting  Chief  of  the 
Oeaotel  flection,  at  (205)  (94-1844. 


Roger  K.  Bucks 

Chief,  Pin  Fornulatita  trench 
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City  of  Valparaiso 

P  0  BOX  296  —  PHONE  676  291  2 

VALPARAISO.  FLORIDA  32580 
January  13,  1987 


Mr.  Roger  A.  Burke 
Mobile  District  Corps  of  Engineers 
Coastal  Section 
P.0.  Box  2288 

Mobile,  Alabama  36628-0001 
Dear  Mr.  Burkes 

I  was  very  much  encouraged  by  your  December  5,  1986  letter 
outlining  the  new  cost  sharing  provisions  of  the  Water 
Resources  Act  of  1986.  I  presented  these  new  provisions  to 
our  City  Commission  last  night.  They  too  were  encouraged, 
and  have  requested  that  you  press  ahead  with  the  Bayshore  Drive 
project. 

We  very  much  appreciate  your  continued  support  and  interest 
in  this  project. 

Sincerely, 

Gregory  Wood 
Adj&inisxrative  Assistant  to 
the  Mayor  and  Commission 


W, 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 

MOBILE  DISTRICT.  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 
P  O  BOX  2388 

MOBILE.  ALABAMA  36828<0001 
April  3,  1989 


REPLV  TO 
ATTENTION  OF: 

Coastal  Section 


Honorable  John  B.  Arnold,  Jr. 

Mayor  of  Valparaiso 
Post  Office  Boot  296 
Valparaiso,  Florida  32580 

Dear  Mayor  Arnold: 

The  Mcbile  District,  Planning  Division  has  recently  completed  the 
Detailed  Project  Report  for  Divergency  Shoreline  Protection  along  Boggy 
Bayou  in  Valparaiso.  This  report  must  be  forwarded  to  the  South 
Atlantic  Division  prior  to  start  of  final  design,  advertising  and 
award  of  a  construction  contract. 

Funding  for  this  project  is  unlikely  in  Fiscal  Year  1989. 

However,  we  do  want  to  be  prepared  to  start  final  design,  advertising 
and  construction  contract  award  in  the  event  funds  become  available. 

Execution  of  a  Local  Cooperation  Agreement  is  required  prior  to 
start  of  final  design,  advertising  and  construction.  A  draft 
agreenent  is  enclosed  for  your  review  and  approval. 

If  the  draft  agreement  is  acceptable  to  you,  please  furnish  us 
with  a  letter  stating  your  intent  to  execute  the  agreement.  A  sinple 
statement  describing  the  source  of  funds  for  the  City  of  Valparaiso 
should  also  be  included  in  the  letter  of  intent.  Also,  if  the  City  of 
Valparaiso  enters  into  an  agreement  with  another  party  to  provide  any 
of  the  items  of  local  cooperation  for  this  project,  we  will  need  a 
copy  of  that  agreement  prior  to  execution  of  the  final  agreement. 

If  you  have  any  questions  or  wish  to  arrange  a  meeting  to  discuss 
the  agreement,  please  call  Amy  Bridges  at  (205)  690-2726. 

Sincerely, 


N.  D.  McClure  IV 
Chief,  Planning  Division 


Enclosure 
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City  of  Valparaiso 

P  0  BO*  296  -  PHONE  6?6  29'2 

VALPARAISO.  FLORIDA  32580 
April  27,  1989 


Mr.  N.D.  McClure  IV 
Coastal  Section 

Mobile  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 
P.O.  Box  2288 

Mobile,  Alabama  36628-0001 
Dear  Mr.  McClures 


The  Valparaiso  City  Commission  met  is  special  session,  April  24, 
1989,  to  discuss  the  Emergency  Shoreline  Protection  Project  at 
Boggy  Bayou,  Valparaiso  Florida.  The  Commission  voted 
unanimously  to  support  the  project,  provide  the  $11,300  cash 
match  requirement,  and  the  funding  for  required  relocations. 


The  City's  funding  source  will  be  provided  through  its  89/90  FY 
Capital  Budget.  These  funds  are  derived  through  ad  valorem 
taxes,  utility  taxes,  franchise  fees,  and  state  revenue  sharing. 


If  you  have  any  questions  please  contact 


me, 


Sincerely , 


A  JJ, 

GTefpbyf/S .  Wood 
Ad.trinj/Strative  Assistant 
to  the  Mayor  and  Commission 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESS!  iEK'T 

SHORE  PROTECTION  ALONG  BOGGY  BAYOU 
VALPARAISO,  FLORIDA 

Heed  for  the  Proposed  Action. 

Persistant  erosion  of  the  shoreline  along  Boggy  Bayou  in 
Valparaiso,  Florida,  is  occurring  at  an  estimated  rate  of 
approximately  one  half  foot  per  year.  The  effects  of  this  erosion 
vary  from  minimal  in  the  area  of  Lincoln  Park  beach  to  moderate  at 
several  other  locations.  A  section  of  Bayshore  Drive,  utilities,  and 
recreation  facilities  along  the  shore  could  be  threatened  with  the 
eventual  destruction  by  the  continuing  erosion. 

Description  of  the  Study  Area. 

The  city  of  Valparaiso,  Florida,  is  about  10  miles  northeast  of 
Fort  V/alton  Beach  in  Okaloosa  County.  Valparaiso  is  located  on  the 
west  bank  of  Boggy  Bayou,  an  embayment  which  indents  the  north  shore 
of  Choctawhatchee  Bay.  The  city  and  county  had  1983  populations  of 
about  6,142  and  109,920,  respectively.  The  study  area  is  shown  on 
Plate  1  of  the  main  report. 

Boggy  Bayou  is  about  3.2  miles  long  and  one-half  mile  wide  with 
depths  varying  from  13  feet  near  the  head  of  the  bayou  to  about  22 
feet  at  its  mouth  in  Choctawhatchee  Bay.  Its  len0th  is  oriented  in  a 
northwest-southeast  direction. 

The  primary  study  area  is  a  strip  of  city-ov/ned  land  about  700 
feet  in  length  on  the  western  shore  of  Boggy  Bayou.  Bayshore  Drive,  a 
paved  street  with  concrete  curb  and  gutter,  extends  generally  parallel 
to  the  shoreline  and  provides  access  to  both  the  bayou  and  private 
residences  located  across  the  street. 

The  land  between  Bayshore  Drive  and  Boggy  Bayou  is  mostly  park- 
like,  as  the  area  is  primarily  grassed  with  several  picnic  tables 
located  among  the  trees.  A  pleasant  setting  is  provided  for  the 
residences  along  Bayshore  Drive,  which  are  valued  in  excess  of 
$150,000.  Wood  piers  constructed  by  private  residents,  but  available 
for  public  use,  are  located  at  several  points  along  the  shoreline. 

The  existing  shoreline  under  study  is  a  steep  bank  fronted  by  a 
narrow,  relatively  flat  area  adjacent  to  the  water.  In  some  areas, 
the  fiat  portion  has  been  eroded  back  to  the  toe  of  the  bank  and  in 
other  areas  it  extends  as  much  as  20  to  30  feet  in  front  of  the  bank. 
An  isolated  stand  of  black  rush,  encompassing  approximately  15  square 
feet,  and  a  stretch  of  reed  approximately  60  feet  long  are  present 
along  the  shoreline.  The  slopes  between  the  Dean  high  water  line  and 
top  of  the  bank  is  predominantly  vegetated  with  mixed  grasses,  shrubs, 
and  trees.  The  top  of  the  bank  is  vegetated  with  several  species  of 
trees  and  shrubs  including  oak,  magnolia,  yaupon,  and  pampas  grass. 
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The  shallow  shore  zone  of  the  study  area  presently  provides 
habitat  for  a  variety  of  fish  and  wildlife.  Invertebrates  such  as 
penaeid  shrimp  and  blue  crabs  utilize  the  substrate  of  this  shallow 
zone.  Additionally,  small  finfish,  including  certain  seafood  and 
forage  species,  such  as  flounders,  mullet,  herring,  pinfish,  and 
croaker,  feed  and  seek  refuge  in  the  shallows.  Shore  and  wading  birds 
expected  to  use  the  shallows  and  adjacent  land  for  feeding  and  resting 
include  ducks,  herons,  egrets,  terns,  belted  kingfishers,  and 
sandpipers. 

The  study  area  is  within  the  range  of  the  following  species 
listed  as  endangered  or  threatened  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  the 
Interior:  the  bald  eagle,  peregrine  falcon,  brown  pelican,  and 
American  alligator.  Of  these,  the  brown  pelican  is  the  only  species 
known  to  utilze  the  area. 

There  are  no  known  cultural  resources  eligible  or  listed  on  the 
National  Register  of  Historic  Places  within  the  study  area. 
Considering  the  residential  nature  of  the  area  and  the  eroded 
condition  of  the  study  area  in  particular,  it  is  highly  unlikely  that 
there  are  any  preserved  cultural  resources  in  the  immediate  study 
area. 

Description  of  the  Recommended  Plan. 

The  structural  plan  for  providing  shoreline  protection  along 
Boggy  Bayou  involves  construction  of  a  700-foot  long  stone  revetment 
having  a  crest  elevation  of  >3.0  feet  NGVD  (formerly  mean  sea  level) 
and  a  base  elevation  between  >1  and  -1  foot.  Revetment  slopes  would 
vary  between  1  vertical  on  2  horizontal  along  the  shoreface  and  1 
vertical  on  1.5  horizontal  along  the  landward  side.  An  apron  two  feet 
wide  would  extend  along  the  toe  of  the  structure  to  provide  additional 
stability  and  protection  against  breaking  waves.  The  structure  would 
be  constructed  with  approximately  800  cubic  yards  (c.y.)  of  graded 
quarrystone  placed  over  250  c.y.  of  bedding  material  on  filter  fabric. 

The  embankment  behind  the  revetment  would  be  backfilled  with 
1,600  c.y.  of  clean  material  borrowed  from  an  upland  site  to  a  maximum 
slope  of  1  vertical  on  2  horizontal.  The  trees  and  other  vegetation 
presently  growing  in  this  area  would  be  removed  and  disposed  of  in  an 
acceptable  disposal  area.  Where  feasible,  tree  wells  would  be 
constructed  around  some  existing  trees  in  this  area  in  order  to 
prevent  root  damage  due  to  backfilling.  After  backfilling  activities, 
the  area  would  be  mulched,  strip  sodded,  and  seeded  to  prevent 
erosion.  The  recommended  plan  is  shown  on  Plate  7  of  the  main  report. 

Alternatives  to  the  Recommended  Plan. 

The  alternatives  considered  include  construction  of  a  vertical 
wall  timber  bulkhead  (Plan  2),  a  timber  bulkhead  with  a  riprap  toe 
(Plan  2B),  and  relocating  Bayshore  Drive,  as  well  as  the  "no-action* 
plan.  Plans  2,  2B  and  road  relocation  are  shown  on  Plates  4,  5  and  6, 
respectively. 
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Plan  2  would  involve  the  construction  of  a  vertical  wall  bulkhead 
with  a  top  elevation  of  +3.0  feet  NGVD  and  extending  approximately  700 
feet  along  the  existing  shoreline.  The  embankment  behind  the  bulkhead 
would  be  backfilled  with  clean  material  borrowed  from  an  available 
upland  site  to  a  maximum  slope  of  1  vertical  on  2  horizontal. 

Plan  2 B  would  be  similar  to  Plan  2  in  structure  and  alignment, 
yet  would  include  a  riprap  toe  placed  along  the  base  of  the  structure 
within  the  -1  foot  NGVD  depth  contour.  Approximately  130  c.y.  of 
stone  would  be  placed  in  a  5  foot  wide  strip  along  the  length  of  the 
structure  providing  hard  substrate  to  serve  as  attachment  and  foraging 
habitat  for  aquatic  biota. 

Relocating  Bayshore  Drive  and  utilities  would  involve  abandoning 
approximately  950  feet  of  existing  road  and  constructing  about  1050 
feet  of  new  road  landward  of  the  existing  road  alignment.  As  a  result 
of  the  new  road  alignment,  acquisition  and  removal  of  four  residential 
structures  would  be  required.  Water  and  sewer  lines  in  the  area  would 
also  require  relocation. 

The  "no-action"  alternative  would  involve  no  work  being  done  to 
alleviate  the  erosion  problem. 

Environmental- Impacts  of  the  Recommended  Plan. 

The  principal  environmental  impact  of  the  proposed  project  would 
be  the  loss  of  700  feet  of  very  narrow  beach  and  some  of  its 
associated  littoral  fauna.  Approximately  0.3  acres  of  existing 
shoreline  intertidal  habitat  would  be  lost  due  to  the  placement  of 
riprap  between  the  -1  and  1  foot  contours  and  backfilling  operations. 
However,  the  placement  of  riprap  in  the  shallow  water  zone  would  add 
habitat  diversity  in  the  Boggy  Bayou  ecosystem  by  providing  new 
substrate  for  littoral  flora  and  fauna.  This  hard  substrate  would 
provide  good  quality  attachment,  shelter,  and  foraging  habitat  for 
aquatic  biota. 

Vegetation  presently  existing  along  the  slope  between  Bayshore 
Drive  and  the  water  would  be  reduced  or  possibly  eliminated  due  to  the 
construction  and  backfilling  operations.  The  small  patch  of  low 
quality  reed  and  black  rush  would  be  destroyed;  due  to  the 
unproductive  nature  of  this  vegetation,  however,  this  impact  would  be 
insignificant.  Where  feasible,  tree  wells  would  be  constructed  around 
some  existing  trees  in  order  to  prevent  root  damage.  Trees  and  other 
vegetation  which  could  not  feasibly  be  saved  would  be  removed  and 
disposed  of  in  an  acceptable  upland  disposal  area.  Loss  of  habitat 
for  songbirds  and  other  species  would  result  from  the  removal  of 
vegetation  in  this  area.  However,  after  the  completion  of  construc¬ 
tion  and  backfilling,  the  area  would  be  mulched,  strip  sodded,  and 
seeded  to  prevent  erosion. 

Construction  impacts  would  include  a  slight  temporary  degradation 
of  existing  water  quality  due  to  increased  turbidity  resulting  from 
the  placement  of  the  stones  and  backfill.  The  proposed  project  would 
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not  significantly  affect  existing  air  quality  or  noise  levels  in  this 
area. 

Environmental  Impacts  of  Other  Alternatives. 

The  most  severe  project  environmental  impacts  would  result  if 
Plan  2,  timber  bulkhead  construction,  were  implemented.  Approximately 
0.1  acre  of  natural  shoreline  habitat  would  be  eliminated  by  the 
construction  of  a  bulkhead  having  little  value  as  aquatic  habitat. 
Additionally,  construction  of  a  timber  bulkhead  would  not  be 
aesthetically  desirable  in  this  area. 

The  implementation  of  Plan  2B  (timber  bulkhead  with  riprap  toe) 
would  have  impacts  similar  to  those  of  Plan  2  (timber  bulkhead); 
however,  the  addition  of  the  riprap  toe  would  result  in  beneficial 
environmental  impacts.  In  addition  to  the  0.1  acre  of  shoreline 
habitat  being  eliminated  due  to  bulkhead  construction,  approximately 
0.1  acre  of  shallow  sandy  shorezone  would  be  lost  due  to  the 
placement  of  riprap.  The  hard  substrate  provided  by  the  stone  would 
serve  as  attachment  and  foraging  habitat  for  aquatic  biota.  As  in 
Plan  2,  however,  the  timber  bulkhead  itself  would  not  be  aesthetically 
desirable. 


Impacts  to  the  shoreline  and  shallow  water  zone  would  be  avoided 
if  the  road  was  relocated.  However,  the  social  disruption  and  costs 
resulting  from  the  acquisition  and  removal  of  four  residential 
structures  make  this  alternative  impractical  and  unacceptable. 

Under  the  "no  action"  alternative,  erosion  of  the  shoreline  could 
be  expected  to  continue,  eventually  resulting  in  the  damage  or  loss  of 
utilities  and  a  public  access  road.  Since  this  alternative  provides 
no  solution  or  erosion  protection,  it  is  considered  to  be 
unacceptable. 

Coordination  With  Others. 

Coordination  has  been  maintained  with  the  City  of  Valparaiso,  the 
local  sponsor  for  the  project.  Coordination  through  on-site 
investigations,  telephone  conversations,  and/or  letters  has  also  been 
maintained  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  U.S.  Environmental 
Protection  Agency,  National  Marine  Fisheries  Servioe,  Florida 
Department  of  Environmental  Regulation,  and  Florida  Game  and 
Freshwater  Fish  Commission. 


The  above  agencies  have  been  sent  a  copy  of  this  report  which 
includes  the  Environmental  Assessment,  Finding  of  No  Significant 
Impact,  and  404(b)(1)  Evaluation  prepared  for  the  proposed  project. 
In  addition,  other  agencies  and  individuals  have  been  sent  a  Notice  of 
Availability  of  the  completed  report. 


Compliance  With  Federal  and  State  Statutes. 


The  compliance  of  the  recommended  plan  with  Water  Resource 
Council  designated  environmental  statutes  is  summarized  in  Table  EA-1. 
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Table  EA-1 

Compliance  of  the  Selected  Plan 
Federal  Statutes  Compliance 

1 .  Archaeological  and  Historic  Preservation  Act  FC 

2.  Clean  Air  Act  FC 

3.  Clean  Water  Act  FC 

4.  Coastal  Zone  Management  Act  FC 

5.  Endangered  Species  Act  FC 

6.  Estuary  Protection  Act  FC 

7.  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act  FC 

8.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act  FC 

9.  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  Act  FC 

10.  Marine  Protection ,  Researob  and  Santuaries  Act  FC 

11.  Rational  Historic  Preservation  Act  FC 

12.  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  FC 

13 .  Rivers  and  Harbors  Act  FC 

14.  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act  NA 

15.  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  NA 

NOTE:  The  compliance  categories  used  in  this  table  were  assigned 
based  on  the  following  definitions. 

Full  Compliance  (FC)  -  The  selected  plan  has  met  all  requirements  of 
the  statute  for  this  stage  of  planning. 

Not  Applicable  (NA)  -  The  requirements  of  the  statute  are  not 
applicable  to  the  seleoted  plan. 
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Seetcn  4 0 ^  C  ;  ( 1 )  Evaluation 
For 

Shore  Protection  Along  Boggy  Eayou 
Valparaiso,  Florida 

1 .  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION .  The  recommended  plan  to  provide  erosion 
protection  along  a  portion  of  the  Boggy  Bayou  shoreline  in  Valparaiso, 
Florida,  requires  construction  of  a  700-foot  long  stone  revetment 
having  a  crest  elevation  of  +3.0  feet  National  Geodetic  Vertical  Datum 
(NGVD)  and  a  base  elevation  between  +1  and  -1  foot  NGVD.  An  apron  two 
feet  wide  would  extend  along  the  toe  of  the  structure  to  provide 
additional  stability  and  protection  against  breaking  waves.  The 
structure  would  be  constructed  of  approximately  800  cubic  yards  (c.y.) 
of  graded  riprap,  approximately  250  c.y.  of  bedding  material,  and 
filter  fabric.  The  embankment  behind  the  revetment  would  be 
backfilled  with  approximately  1,600  c.y.  of  clean  material  borrowed 
from  a  presently  unspecified  upland  site.  (See  Plates  7  and  8  of  the 
main  report). 

a.  Authority  and  Purpose.  This  report  was  prepared  under  the 
authority  of  Section  103  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1982,  as 
amended.  The  purpose  of  this  stud.,  and  report  was  to  investigate  the 
erosion  problem  along  the  southwest  shoreline  of  Boggy  Bayou  fronting 
Bayshore  Drive. 

b.  Description  of  the  Proposed  Dredged  and  Fill  Materials. 

(1)  General  Characteristics.  The  fill  ..iaterials  which  would 
be  placed  between  -1  and  +1  foot  NGVD  consist  of  graded  riprap  over 
bedding  material  and  filter  fabric.  Weight  of  stones  would  vary 
between  7  and  1C8  pounds  with  50  percent  of  the  scones  having  a  weight 
of  about  30  pounds.  The  embankment  behind  the  revetment  would  be 
backfilled  with  clean  sandy  material. 

(2)  Quantity  of  Material  Proposed  for  Discharge.  About 
1,050  c.y.  of  riprap  and  bedding  material  would  be  placed  on  filter 
fabric  between  -1  and  +1  foot  NGVD.  Approximately  1,600  c.y.  of  clean 
sandy  material  would  be  used  as  backfill. 

(3)  Source  of  Materials.  The  bedding  material  and  riprap 
would  be  obtained  from  commercial  sources.  The  sandy  backfill 
material  would  be  obtained  from  a  presently  unspecified  upland  site. 

c.  Description  of  the.  Proposed  Discharge  Sites. 

(1)  Location  and  Areal  Extent.  The  discharge  site  is 
located  along  700  feet  of  the  southwest  shoreline  of  Boggy  Bayou 
fronting  Bayshore  Drive.  Approximately  0.3  acres  between  -1  and  +1 
foot  NGVD  would  be  covered  by  riprap,  and  approximately  0.5  acres  of 
bank  would  be  affected  by  placement  of  the  backfill.  Of  this  0.5 
acres  of  bank,  an  approximate  15  square  foot  section  supports  a  low 
quality  stand  of  black  rush  as  well  as  a  stretch  of  reed  approximately 
60  feet  in  length  which  is  also  of  low  quality. 
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(2)  Types  of  Discharged  Sites.  Tne  discharge  sites  for  the 
construction  of  the  stone  revetment  are  primarily  in  open  water  in  the 
littoral  zone  adjacent  to  the  oan«<  of  Boggy  Bayou.  The  discharge 
sites  for  the  construction  of  the  earth-filled  embankment  are 
primarily  along  the  eroded  bank  above  mean  high  water. 

(3)  Method  of  Discharge.  The  backfill  and  riprap  would  be 
trucked  to  the  site  and  placed  from  the  road. 

(4)  Vfhen  will  Disposal  Occur?  Filling  is  scheduled  within 
the  next  12  months. 

(5)  Projected  Life  of  Discharge  Sites.  The  fill  materials 
should  remain  at  the  site  throughout  the  50-year  project  life. 

2.  FACTUAL  DETERMINATIONS . 

a.  Physical. Substrate  Determinations. 

( 1 )  Substrate  Elevation  and  Slope.  The  stone  revetment 
would  have  a  crest  elevation  of  +3.0  feet  NGVD  and  a  base  elevation 
between  -1  and  +1  foot  NGVD.  The  slope  of  the  shoreface  side  of  the 
revetment  would  be  1  vertical  on  2  horizontal.  The  backfill  would  be 
placed  between  the  revetment  and  up  to  the  existing  roadgrade  at  a 
maximum  slope  of  1  verticle  to  2  horizontal. 

(2)  Sediment  Tvoe .  Refer  to  Paragraph  1.b.(1)  of  this 
evaluation. 

(3)  Dred^ed/Fill  Material  Movements  Due  to  the  nature  of 
the  fill  material,  movement  would  be  insignificant. 

(4)  Physical  Effect  on  Benthos.  Placement  of  riprap  would 
destroy  any  nonnotile  organisms  living  along  the  700-foot  section  of 
Boggy  Bayou.  After  stabilization  of  the  fill  material,  organisms 
common  to  the  area  and  those  requiring  hard  substrates  would  colonize 
the  submersed  fill  material.  The  new  benthic  communities  would  be 
more  diverse  than  those  which  presently  inhabit  this  area. 

5)  Actions  Taken  to  Minimize  Impact,  Placement  of  riprap 
would  be  within  a  defined  area  thereby  minimizing  impacts  to  benthos. 

PetfiralninaUons. 

( 1 )  Water .  There  would  be  no  significant  impacts  on  water 
chemistry,  salinity,  color,  odor,  taste,  dissolved  gas  levels, 
nutrients  or  eutrophication  characteristics  due  to  disposal.  Water 
clarity  may  be  temporarily  reduced  due  to  disposal  activities  but 
should  return  to  normal  shortly  after  construction  is  completed. 

(2)  Current  Patterns  and  Circulation.  No  impact. 

(3)  Normal  Water  Level  Fluctuations.  No  impact. 
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(4)  Salinity 
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(5)  Actions  to  i-linir.ize  Impacts.  Due  to  the  fact  that  water 
circulation,  fluctuation,  and  salinity  gradients  would  not  be  affected 
significantly,  no  actions  to  minimize  impacts  would  be  required. 


c.  Suspended  Particuiate/Turbidity  Determinations. 


( 1 )  Expected  Changes  in  Suspended  Particulates  and  Turbidity 
Levels  in  Vicinity  of  Disposal  Site.  Temporary  and  localized  increase 
in  turbidity  levels  during  disposal  activities. 

(2)  Effects  of  Chemical  and  Physical  Properties  of . the  Water 
Column.  Slight  decrease  in  dissolved  oxygen  concentrations  would 
occur  during  disposal  activities. 

(3)  Effects  on  Biota.  No  significant  impacts. 

(*0  Actions  Taken  to  liiiucitze  Impacts.  Due  to  the  fact  that 
no  significant  impacts  would  occur,  no  actions  to  minimize  impacts 
would  be  required. 


d.  Contaminant  Determinations.  No  testing  was  required  of  the 
material  to  be  used  since  riprap  has  been  determined  to  meet  the 
exclusion  criteria  under  40  CFF  230.60.  The  determination  was  based 
on  the  fact  that  the  material  is  characterized  as  stone  which  is 
sufficiently  removed  from  sources  of  pollution  to  provide  reasonable 
assurance  that  the  material  would  not  be  contaminated  by  such 
pollution  and  the  fact  that  the  material  itself  is  inert.  The 
material  to  be  backfilled  would  be  obtained  from  an  upland  source 
which  is  free  of  contaminants. 

e.  Aquatic  Ecosystem  and  Organism  Determinations. 


(1)  Effects  on  Benthos.  Nonmotile  benthic  organisms  living 
on  or  within  the  0.3  acres  to  be  covered  by  riprap  would  be  destroyed. 
Also  refer  to  paragraph  2. a. (4)  of  this  evaluation. 


(2)  There  would  be  no  significant  effects  on  plankton, 
nekton,  aquatic  food  web,  threatened  or  endangered  species  or  other 
wildlife. 


(3)  Actions  Taken  to  Minimize  Impacts.  There  is  no  need  to 
provide  special  protection  measures  since  no  significant  impacts  are 
expected. 


f .  Proposed  Disposal  Site  Determinations. 


(1)  Mixing  Zone  Determination.  The  proposed  action  would 
comply  with  any  zone  of  mixing  specified  by  the  State  of  Florida. 


Hater 


(2) 

Quality  Standards.  The  proposed  action  would  comply  with  applicable 
water  quality  standards.  Vfater  quality  certifications  from  the  State 
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of  Florida,  Department  cf  Environmental  Regulation,  would  be  obtained 
prior  to  any  action. 

(3)  Potential  Effects  on  Hunan  Use  Characteristic.  The 
placement  of  riprap  would  result  in  the  protection  of  an  access  road 
and  utilities;  however,  700  feet  of  very  narrow  beach  would  be  lost. 

g.  Determination  of  Cumulative  Effects  on  the  Aquatic  Ecosystem. 
Cumulative  effects  would  be  negligible  as  the  discharge  will  only 
occur  once. 

h.  Determination  of  Secondary  Effects  on  the  Aquatic  Ecosystem. 
Secondary  effects  of  the  placement  of  riprap  would  be  in  terms  of  the 
increased  habitat  diversity  in  this  area.  Also,  no  other  actions  are 
presently  taking  place  in  the  project  area  which  would  tend  to 
compound  the  impact  of  this  action  on  the  aquatic  ecosystem. 

3.  FINDINGS  OF  COMPLIANCE  OR  NON-COMPLIANCE  WITH  THE  RESTRICTIONS.  ON 
DISCHARGE. 

a.  No  significant  adaptations  of  the  guidelines  were  made 
relative  to  this  evaluation. 

b.  The  planned  discharge  of  fill  materials  would  not  violate  any 
applicable  State  water  quality  standards.  The  disposal  operation 
would  not  violate  the  Toxic  Effluent  Standards  of  Section  307  of  the 
Clean  Water  Act. 

c.  Use  of  the  proposed  site  would  not  harm  any  endangered 
species  or  their  critical  habitat. 

d.  The  proposed  discharge  of  fill  materials  would  not  result  in 
significant  adverse  effects  on  human  health  and  welfare,  including 
municipal  and  private  water  supplies,  recreation  and  commercial 
fishing,  plankton,  fish,  shellfish,  wildlife,  and  special  aquatic 
sites. 


The  life  stages  of  aquatic  life  and  other  wildlife  would  not  be 
adversely  affected.  Significant  adverse  effects  on  aquatic  ecosystem 
diversity,  productivity  and  stability,  and  recreational,  aesthetic  and 
economic  values  would  not  occur. 

e.  On  the  basis  of  the  guidelines,  the  proposed  sites  for  the 
discharge  of  fill  materials  are  specified  as  complying  with  the 
inclusion  of  appropriate  and  practical  conditions  to  minimize 
pollution  or  adverse  effects  to  the  aquatic  ecosystem. 


District  Engineer 
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FINDING  OF  no  significant  IMPACT  (FONSI) 

FOR  THE  RECOMKENDED  SHORE  PROTECTION’  PROJECT  ALONG 
BOGGY  BAYOU,  VALPARAISO,  FLORIDA 


I.  Recommended  Plan:  The  recommended  plan  involves  the  construction 
of  a  700-foot  long  stone  revetment  between  the  +1  and  -1  foot  NGVD 
contours  along  the  shoreline  of  Boggy  Bayou  in  Valparaiso,  Florida. 
The  structure  would  be  constructed  of  approximately  800  cubic  yards 
(c.y.)  of  graded  quarrystone  over  250  c.y.  of  bedding  material  on 
filter  fabric.  The  embankment  behind  the  structure  would  be 
backfilled  with  1,600  c.y.  of  select  material,  mulched,  strip  sodded, 
and  seeded. 

II.  Alternatives  Considered:  Alternatives  to  the  recommended  plan 
included : 


a.  Timber  bulkhead 

b.  Timber  bulkhead  with  riprap  toe 

c.  Relocation  of  Bayshore  Drive  and  removal  of  four  residential 
structures. 


d.  No  action. 


III.  Eac-tors.  Considered  in  the  Determination  that  Ho  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  Is  Required.-  All  impacts  which  would  occur  as  a 
result  of  implementation  of  the  recommended  plan  have  been  determined 
to  be  minor,  short-term  negative  impacts,  or  beneficial  impacts. 
Adverse  impacts  include  the  loss  of  approximately  0.3  acre  of  existing 
shoreline  intertidal  habitat,  loss  of  vegetation  presently  growing 
along  the  slope  between  Bayshore  Drive  and  Boggy  Bayou,  and  increased 
turbidity  during  construction.  Beneficial  impacts  include  the 
protection  of  the  shoreline  from  further  erosion  and  the  creation  of 
good  quality  attachment,  shelter,  and  foraging  habitat  for  aquatic 
biota.  No  endangered  or  threatened  species  would  be  impacted.  No 
cultural  resources  are  known  to  be  in  the  area.  Ail  impacts 
associated  with  this  action  are  minor  and  are  discussed  in  the 
Environmental  Assessment. 


IV.  Conclusion :  An  evaluation  of  the  attached  Environmental 
Assessment  describing  the  proposed  action  along  Boggy  Bayou  at 
Valparaiso,  Florida,  shows  that  the  recommended  plan  would  have  no 
significant  impacts  and  that  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  would 
not  be  required. 


DATE: 
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SUPPLEMENTAL 

FINDING  OF  NO  SIGNIFCIANT  IMPACT  (FONSI) 
FOR  THE  RECOMMENDED  SHORE  PROTECTION  PROJECT 
ALONG  BOGGY  BAYOU,  VALPARAISO,  FLORIDA 


I.  RECOMMENDED  PLAN .  The  recommended  plan  involves  the 
construction  of  a  700 -foot  long  stone  revetment  between  the  +1  and 
-1  NGVD  contours  along  the  shoreline  of  Boggy  Bayou  in  Valparaiso, 
Florida.  The  structure  would  be  constructed  of  approximately  800 
cubic  yards  (cy)  of  graded  quarrystone  over  250  cy  of  bedding 
material  on  filter  fabric.  The  embankment  behind  the  structure 
would  be  backfilled  with  1,600  cy  of  select  material,  mulched, 
strip  sodded,  and  seeded. 

II.  ALTERNATIVES  CONSIDERED. 

a .  Timber  bulkhead . 

b.  Timber  bulkhead  with  riprap  toe. 

c.  Relocation  of  Bayshore  Drive  and  removal  of  four 
residential  structures. 

d.  No  action. 

III.  RATIONALE  FOR  SUPPLEMENT.  This  supplemental  FONSI  is  being 
prepared  to  address  the  changes  in  the  environmental  assessment 
(EA)  that  occurred  after  coordination  of  the  Draft  Detailed 
Project  Report  (DPR) .  These  changes  do  not  warrant  preparation  of 
another  EA  and  include  (1)  an  administrative  correction  in  the  EA 
so  that  the  recommended  plan  plate  number  referenced  in  the  EA 
would  correspond  with  the  plate  number  in  the  Final  DPR,  and  (2)  a 
size  reduction  of  the  study  area  from  2050  feet  to  700  feet, 
thereby,  reducing  impacts  to  marginal  wetlands  located  within  the 
area . 

The  original  EA  was  written  in  1985  and  was  incorporated  into  the 
Reconnaissance  Report  for  the  Section  103  Shore  Protection 
Feasibility  Study  on  Boggy  Bayou.  In  this  report,  the  recommended 
plan  was  shown  on  plate  7.  When  the  Detailed  Project  Report  was 
prepared,  additional  plates  were  added,  thereby,  changing  the 
plate  number  of  the  recommended  plan  to  8.  The  marginal  wetlands 
that  were  sparsely  located  along  the  edge  of  the  road  which  could 
not  be  avoided  were  considered  to  be  relatively  unproductive 
because  they  provide  minimal  ecological  value,  such  as,  food 
value,  cover,  and  erosion  protection. 

IV.  FACTORS  CONSIDERED  IN  THE  DETERMINATION  THAT  NO  SUPPLEMENT  TO 
THE  EXISTING  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  IS  REQUIRED ■  All 
impacts  which  would  occur  as  a  result  of  implementation  of  the 
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Date  Prepared: 
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recommended  plan  have  been  determined  to  be  minor,  short-term 
negative  impacts,  or  beneficial  impacts.  The  changing  of  the 
plate  number  was  purely  administrative  so  that  the  EA  and  the 
Final  DPR  would  correspond  with  each  other.  As  result  of  the  size 
reduction  of  the  study  area,  some  of  the  marginal  wetlands  that 
would  have  originally  been  impacted  would  no  longer  be  affected. 
All  impacts  associated  with  this  action  are  minor  and  are 
discussed  in  the  Environmental  Assessment  which  was  prepared  in 
1985. 

IV.  CONCLUSIONS .  An  evaluation  of  the  above  changes  shows  that 
there  would  be  no  significant  impact  and  an  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  for  this  action  is  not  required. 
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STATE  OF  FLORIDA 


DEPARTMENT  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  REGULATION 


TWIN  TOWERS  OFFICE  BUILDING 
2600  BLAIR  STONE  ROAD 
TALLAHASSEE,  FLORIDA  32301-8241 


BOB  GRAHAM 
GOVERNOR 

VICTORIA  J,  TSCHINKEL 
SECRETARY 


November  18,  1985 


Col.  Patrick  Kelly 
U.  S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
Post  Office  Box  2288 
Mobile,  Alabama  36628-0001 


Dear  Col.  Kelly: 

Enclosed  is  Permit  Number  460939399.  Should  you  object  to  the 
issuance  of  this  permit  or  the  specific  conditions  of  the  permit, 
you  have  a  right  to  petition  for  a  hearing  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  Section  120.57,  Florida  Statutes.  The  petition  must 
be  filed  within  fourteen  (14)  days  from  receipt  of  this  letter. 

The  petition  must  comply  with  the  requirements  of  Section 
17-103.155  and  Florida  Administrative  Code  Rule  28-5.201  and  be 
filed  pursuant  to  Rule  17-103.155(1)  in  the  Office  of  General 
Counsel  of  the  Department  of  Environmental  Regulation  at  2600 
Blair  Stone  Road,  Tallahassee,  Florida  32301-8241.  Petitions 
which  are  not  filed  in  accordance  with  the  above  provisions  are 
subject  to  dismissal  by  the  Department.  In  the  event  a  formal 
hearing  is  conducted  pursuant  to  Section  120.57(1),  all  parties 
shall  have  an  opportunity  to  respond,  to  present  evidence  and 
argument  on  all  issues  involved,  to  conduct  cross-examination  of 
witnesses  and  submit  rebuttal  evidence,  to  submit  proposed 
findings  of  facts  and  orders,  to  file  exceptions  to  any  order  or 
hearing  officer's  recommended  order,  and  to  be  represented  by 
counsel.  If  an  informal  hearing  is  requested,  the  agency,  in 
accordance  with  its  rules  of  procedure,  will  provide  affected 
persons  or  parties  or  their  counsel  an  opportunity,  at  a 
convenient  time  and  place,  to  present  to  the  agency  or  hearing 
officer,  written  or  oral  evidence  in  opposition  to  the  agency's 
action  or  refusal  to  act,  or  a  written  statement  challenging  the 
grounds  upon  which  the  agency  has  chosen  to  justify  its  action  or 
inaction,  pursuant  to  Section  120.57(2),  Florida  Statutes. 


If  no  petition  is  filed  within  the  prescribed  time,  you  will  be 
deemed  to  have  accepted  this  permit  and  waived  your  right  to 
request  an  administrative  hearing  on  this  matter. 
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Acceptance  of  the  permit  constitutes  notice  and  agreement  that  the 
Department  will  periodically  review  this  permit  for  compliance, 
including  site  inspections  where  applicable,  and  may  initiate 
enforcement  action  for  violation  of  the  conditions  and  require¬ 
ments  thereof. 

Sincerely, 

Suzanne  P.  Walker,  Chief 
^  Bureau  of  Permitting 

SPW/KLB/jk 

Enclosures 

cc:  DER,  Northwest  District 

Florida  Marine  Patrol 

U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  Jacksonville  (PD-2177-10-04 ) 
Game  and  Fresh  Water  Fish  Commission 
Dredge/Fill  Permit  File 


STATE  OF  FLORIDA 


DEPARTMENT  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  REGULATION 


TWIN  TOWERS  OFFICS  8UILOING 
2600  BLAIR  STONE  ROAD 
TALLAHASSEE,  FLORI DA  32301  824 1 


BOS  GRAHAM 
GOVE  RN OR 

VICTORIA  J  TSCHINKEL 
SECRETARY 


PERMITTEE: 

Col.  Hilton  Dunn 
U.  S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
Post  Office  Box  2288 
Mobile,  Alabama  36628-0001 


Permit  Number:  460939399 
Date  of  Issue:  November  18,  1985 
Expiration  Date:  07-09-90 
County:  Okaloosa 
Project:  5-Year,  New  Work 


This  permit  is  issued  under  the  provisions  of  Chapter  403, 
Florida  Statutes,  Public  Law  92-500,  and  Florida  Administrative 
Code  Rules  17-3  and  17-4.  The  above  named  permittee  is  hereby 
authorized  to  perform  the  work  or  operate  the  facility  shown  on 
the  application  and  approved  drawing(s),  plans,  and  other 
documents  attached  hereto  or  on  file  with  the  department  and  made 
a  part  hereof  and  specifically  described  as  follows: 


PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

To  build  a  stone  revetment  for  shoreline  protection  along  Bayshore 
Drive,  Boggy  Bayou,  Valparaiso,  Florida  by:  building  a  stone 
revetment  3  ft.  high  and  15  ft.  wide,  with  the  waterward  edge 
paralleling  the  shore  along  the  -1  foot  depth  contour,  and  with  a 
stone  apron  2  ft.  wide  extending  along  its  waterward  base; 
excavating  500  cu.  yds.  of  material  to  shape  the  bank  and 
depositing  this  material  north  of  the  revetment  on  the  embankment; 
backfilling  2,000  cu.  yds.  of  commercially  obtained  clean  sand 
shoreward  of  the  revetment  to  form  a  sloping  earthen  embankment. 


LOCATION: 

Bayshore  Drive,  Boggy  Bayou,  Valparaiso,  Okaloosa  County,  Section 
7,  Township  1  South,  Range  22  West,  not  in  an  aquatic  preserve, 
Class  III  waters. 
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Protecting  Florida  and  Your  Quality  of  Life 


Permittee:  u.  S.  Aimy  Corps  of  Engineers 

Permit  Number:  460939399 


GENERAL  CONDITIONS: 


1.  The  terms,  conditions,  requirements,  limitations,  and 
restrictions  set  forth  herein  are  "Permit  Conditions"  and  as 
such  are  binding  upon  the  permittee  and  enforceable  pursuant  to 
the  authority  of  Sections  403.161,  403.727,  or  403.859  through 
403.861,  Florida  Statutes.  The  permittee  is  hereby  placed  on 
notice  that  the  department  will  review  this  permit  periodically 
and  may  initiate  enforcement  action  for  any  violation  of  the 
"Permit  Conditions"  by  the  permittee,  its  agents,  employees, 
servants  or  representatives. 

2.  This  permit  is  valid  only  for  the  specific  processes  and 
operations  applied  for  and  indicated  in  the  approved  drawings 
or  exhibits.  Any  unauthorized  deviation  from  the  approved 
drawings,  exhibits,  specifications,  or  conditions  of  this 
permit  may  constitute  grounds  for  revocation  and  enforcement 
action  by  the  department. 

3.  As  provided  in  Subsections  403.087(6)  and  403.722(5), 
Florida  Statutes,  the  issuance  of  this  permit  does  not  convey 
any  vested  rights  or  any  exclusive  privileges.  Nor  does  it 
authorize  any  injury  to  public  or  private  property  or  any 
invasion  of  personal  rights,  nor  any  infringement  of  federal, 
state  or  local  laws  or  regulations.  This  permit  does  not 
constitute  a  waiver  of  or  approval  of  any  otner  department 
permit  that  may  be  required  for  other  aspects  of  the  total 
project  which  are  not  addressed  in  the  permit. 

4.  This  permit  conveys  no  title  to  land  or  water,  does  not 
constitute  state  recognition  or  acknowledgement  of  title, 
and  does  not  constitute  authority  for  the  use  of  submerged 
lands  unless  herein  provided  and  the  necessary  title  or 
leasehold  interests  have  been  obtained  from  the  state.  Only 
the  Trustees  of  the  Internal  Improvement  Trust  Fund  may  express 
state  opinion  as  to  title. 

5.  This  permit  does  not  relieve  the  permittee  from  liability 
for  harm  or  injury  to  human  health  or  welfare,  animal,  plant  or 
aquatic  life  or  property  and  penalties  therefor  caused  by  the 
construction  or  operation  of  this  permitted  source,  nor  does  it 
allow  the  permittee  to  cause  pollution  in  contravention  of 
Florida  Statutes  and  department  rules,  unless  specifically 
authorized  by  an  order  from  the  department. 
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Permittee:  U.  S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

Permit  Number:  460939399 


GBKEKAL  CONDITIONS: 


6.  The  permittee  shall  at  all  times  properly  operate  and 
maintain  the  facility  and  systems  of  treatment  and  control  (and 
related  appurtenances)  that  are  installed  or  used  by  the 
permittee  to  achieve  compliance  with  the  conditions  of  this 
permit,  as  required  by  department  rules.  This  provision 
includes  the  operation  of  backup  or  auxiliary  facilities  or 
similar  systems  when  necessary  to  achieve  compliance  with  the 
conditions  of  the  permit  and  when  required  by  department 
rules . 


7.  The  permittee,  by  accepting  this  permit,  specifically 
agrees  to  allow  authorized  department  personnel,  upon 
presentation  of  credentials  or  other  documents  as  may  be 
required  by  law,  access  to  the  premises,  at  reasonable  times, 
where  the  permitted  activity  is  located  or  conducted  for  the 
purpose  of : 


a.  Having  access  to  and  copying  any  records  that  must  be 
kept  under  the  conditions  of  the  permit; 

b.  Inspecting  the  facility,  equipment,  practices,  or 
operations  regulated  or  required  under  this  permit; 
and 

c.  Sampling  or  monitoring  any  substances  or  parameters  at 
any  location  reasonably  necessary  to  assure  compliance 
with  this  permit  or  department  rules. 

Reasonable  time  may  depend  on  the  nature  of  the  concern 
being  investigated. 

8.  If,  for  any  reason,  the  permittee  does  not  comply  with  or 
will  be  unable  to  comply  with  any  condition  or  limitation 
specified  in  this  permit,  the  permittee  shall  immediately 
notify  and  provide  the  department  with  the  following 
information : 

a.  a  description  of  and  cause  of  non-compliance;  and 

b.  the  period  of  noncompliance,  including  exact  dates  and 
times;  or,  if  not  corrected,  the  anticipated  time  the 
non-compliance  is  expected  to  continue,  and  steps 
being  taken  to  reduce,  eliminate,  and  prevent 
recurrence  of  the  non-compliance. 
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Permittee:  U.  S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

Permit  Number:  460939399 


GENERAL  CONDITIONS: 

The  permittee  shall  be  responsible  for  any  and  all  damages 
which  may  result  and  may  be  subject  to  enforcement  action  by 
the  department  for  penalties  or  revocation  of  this  permit. 

9.  In  accepting  this  permit,  the  permittee  understands  and 
agrees  that  all  records,  notes,  monitoring  data  and  other 
information  relating  to  the  construction  or  operation  of  this 
permitted  source,  which  are  submitted  to  the  department,  may  be 
used  by  the  department  as  evidence  in  any  enforcement  case 
arising  under  the  Florida  Statutes  or  department  rules,  except 
where  such  use  is  proscribed  by  Sections  403.73  and  403.111, 
Florida  Statutes. 

10.  The  permittee  agrees  to  comply  with  changes  in  department 
rules  and  Florida  Statutes  after  a  reasonable  time  for 
compliance,  provided  however,  the  permittee  does  not  waive  any 
other  rights  granted  by  Florida  Statutes  or  department  rules. 

11.  This  permit  is  transferable  only  upon  department  approval 
in  accordance  with  Florida  Administrative  Code  Rules  17-4.12 
and  17-30.30,  as  applicable.  The  permittee  shall  be  liable  for 
any  non-compliance  of  the  permitted  activity  until  the  transfer 
is  approved  by  the  department. 

12.  This  permit  is  required  to  be  kept  at  the  work  site  of  the 
permitted  activity  during  the  entire  period  of  construction  or 
operation . 

13.  This  permit  also  constitutes  Certification  of  Compliance 
with  State  Water  Quality  Standards  (Section  401,  PL  92-500) 

14.  The  permittee  shall  comply  with  the  following  monitoring 
and  record  keeping  requirements: 

a.  Upon  request,  the  permittee  shall  furnish  all  records 
and  plans  required  under  department  rules.  The  reten¬ 
tion  period  for  all  records  will  be  extended 
automatically,  unless  otherwise  stipulated  by  the 
department,  during  the  course  of  any  unresolved 
enforcement  action. 
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Permittee:  U.  S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

Permit  Number:  460939399 


GENERAL  CONDITIONS: 

b.  The  permittee  shall  retain  at  the  facility  or  other 
location  designated  by  this  permit  records  of  all 
monitoring  information  (including  all  calibration  and 
maintenance  records  and  all  original  strip  chart 
recordings  for  continuous  monitoring  instrumentation), 
copies  of  all  reports  required  by  this  permit,  and 
records  of  all  data  used  to  complete  the  application  for 
this  permit.  The  time  period  of  retention  shall  be  at 
least  three  years  from  the  date  of  the  sample, 
measurement,  report  or  application  unless  otherwise 
specified  by  department  rule. 

c.  Records  of  monitoring  information  shall  include: 

-  the  date,  exact  place,  and  time  of  sampling  or 
measurements ; 

-  the  person  responsible  for  performing  the  sampling  or 
measurements; 

-  the  date(s)  analyses  were  performed; 

-  the  person  responsible  for  performing  the  analyses; 

-  the  analytical  techniques  or  methods  used;  and 

-  the  results  of  such  analyses. 

15.  When  requested  by  the  department,  the  permittee  shall  within 
a  reasonable  time  furnish  any  information  required  by  law  which  is 
needed  to  determine  compliance  with  the  permit.  If  the  permittee 
becomes  aware  that  relevant  facts  were  not  submitted  or  were 
incorrect  in  the  permit  application  or  in  any  report  to  the 
department,  such  facts  or  information  shall  be  submitted  or 
corrected  promptly. 


SPECIFIC  CONDITIONS: 


1.  Riprap  will  be  placed  at  the  toe  of  the  revetment  to  provide 
protection  for  the  bulkhead  and  to  provide  a  viable  habitat  for 
shoreline  and  littoral  marine  organisms. 

2.  The  bulkhead  will  be  constructed  with  the  waterward  edge 
paralleling  the  shore  along  the  -1  ft.  depth  contour,  near  the  MHW 
line  and  close  to  the  existing  bluffline. 
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Permittee:  U.  S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

Permit  Number:  460939399 


SPECIFIC  CONDITIONS: 

3.  Tree  wells  will  be  constructed  where  feasible  around  e 
trees  to  prevent  root  damage  due  to  backfilling. 

4.  The  embankment  slope  will  be  strip-sodded,  seeded,  and 
mulched. 

MONITORING  REQUIRED: 

None. 


Recommended  by 


Issued  this 


/f* 


day  of 


A. 


/  j 


STATE  OF  FLORIDA  DEPARTMENT  OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL  REGULATION 


Secretary 


pages  attached. 
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1985. 


ClXv.  ijft. 


SECTION  A- A 


PLATE  3 


RULES  OF  THE  ADMINISTRATIVE  COMMISSION 
MODEL  RULES  OF  PROCEDURE 
CHAPTER  28-5 

DECISION  DETERMINING  SUBSTANTIAL  INTERESTS 


PART  II 

FORMAL  PROCEEDINGS 


28-5.201  Initiation  of  Formal  Proceedings 

(1)  Initiation  of  formal  proceedings  shall  be  made  by  petition 
to  the  agency  responsible  for  rendering  final  agency 
action.  The  term  petition  as  used  herein  includes  any 
application  or  other  document  which  expresses  a  request 
for  formal  proceedings.  Each  petition  should  be  printed, 
typewritten  or  otherwise  duplicated  in  legible  form  on 
white  paper  of  standard  legal  size.  Unless  printed,  the 
impression  shall  be  on  one  side  of  the  paper  only  and 
lines  shall  be  doub le- s pa c ed  and  indented. 

(2)  All  petitions  filed  under  these  rules  should  contain: 

.(a)  The  name  and  address  of  each  agency  affected  and  each 
agency's  file  or  identification  number,  if  known; 

(b)  The  name  and  address  of  the  petitioner  or  petitioners, 
and  an  explanation  of  how  his/her  substantial 
interests  will  be  affected  by  agency  determination; 

(c)  A  statement  of  when  and  how  petitioner  received  notice 
of  the  agency  decision  or  intent  to  render  a  decision; 

(d)  A  statement  of  all  disputed  issues  of  material  fact. 

If  there  are  none,  the  petition  must  so  indicate; 

(e)  A  concise  statement  of  the  ultimate  facts  alleged,  as 
well  as  the  rules  and  statutes  which  entitle  the 
petitioner  to  relief; 

(f)  A  demand  for  relief  to  which  the  petitioner  deems 
himself  entitled;  and 

(g)  Other  information  which  the  petitioner  contends  is 
material . 


******** 

A  petition  may  be  denied  if  the  petitioner  does  not  state 
adequately  a  material  factual  allegation,  such  as  a  substantial 
interest  in  Che  agency  determination,  or  if  the  petition  is 
untimely.  (Section  2 8- 5 . 20 1 ( 3 ) ( a ) ,  F.A.C.) 
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APPENDIX  D 


7 ITAILED  PROJECT  REPORT  ON  BOGGY  BAYOU,  VALPARAISO,  FL. 

ECONOMIC  ANALYSIS 

Purpose.  The  purpose  of  this  analysis  is  to  determine  the  economic 
feasibility  of  providing  a  protective  measure  which  would  eliminate  a 
serious  erosion  problem  occurring  along  a  section  of  Bayshore  Drive 
in  Valparaiso,  Florida. 

Demography .  The  study  is  located  in  the  southeast  part  of  the  city 
of  Valparaiso,  Florida  in  Okaloosa  County.  The  population  of 
Valparaiso  in  1980  was  6,1*12,  which  represented  a  5.6  percent  decline 
from  1970.  This  compared  to  an  increase  of  24.6  percent  for  Okaloosa 
County  and  a  43.5  percent  gain  for  the  State  of  Florida.  The  1980 
County  and  State  population  totals  were  109,920  and  9,746,324, 
respectively.  Almost  88  percent  of  the  city’s  1980  residents  were 
of  the  white  race.  By  1990,  the  State  of  Florida  is  projected  to 
have  a  population  of  12,527,778  and  Okaloosa  County  is  estimated  to 
total  148,099  persons. 

Employment.  Total  County  employment  in  1978  was  48,017  while  wage 
and  salary  employment  numbered  45,084.  The  County’s  largest  employer 
was  government,  which  in  1978  totaled  23,814.  The  second  largest 
employer  was  in  the  category  of  services  with  6,795;  followed  closely 
by  retail  trade  with  5,886  workers.  Total  county  employment  in  1990 
is  estimated  to  be  71,110  workers. 

Housing.  The  total  number  of  housing  units  in  Valparaiso  in  1980  was 
1,590  which  represents  a  30.3  percent  increase  from  1970.  County 
housing  was  7,578  and  increased  by  57*9  percent.  A  total  of  7,140  of 
the  County’s  units  were  occupied  and  the  owner-occupied  units  had  a 
median  value  of  $44,000.  The  median  value  for  housing  units  in  the 
State  of  Florida  was  $45,300. 

Study  Area  Description.  The  study  area  limits  begin  at  Bayshore 
Drive  at  Lot  7  between  Washington  and  Magnolia  Avenue  and  the  limits 
end  at  Lot  15  between  Magnolia  Avenue  and  Highway  85.  See  Figure  1. 

Methodology.  On  site  measurements  of  the  full  limits  of  the  study 
area  were  conducted  in  May  1983.  All  structures  located  within  100 
feet  of  the  shoreline  were  inventoried  and  the  location  measurements 
of  each  structure  were  recorded  on  a  plat  map  of  the  area. 

In  August,  1987  the  Real  Estate  Division  of  the  Mobile  District 
Office  (MD0-RE)  appraised  the  structures  and  lots  in  the  study  area 
and  added  any  additional  structures  which  were  built  between  May, 

1983  and  August,  1987.  These  appraisals  were  updated  by  MD0-RE  in 
February,  1989  to  reflect  the  changes  in  the  fair  market  value  from 
August,  1987  and  are  shown  at  price  levels  for  fiscal  year  1989. 

Land  values  were  estimated  by  the  Real  Estate  Division  to  be  $3*45 
per  sq.  ft.  for  the  majority  of  the  lots,  within  a  range  between 
$2.30  and  $4.03  per  square  foot  for  the  others.  Structures  along 
Bayshore  Drive  were  estimated  to  average  2,700  square  feet  or  $46.00 
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per  square  foot,  with  the  largest  residence  measuring  1J,000  square 
feet  and  the  smallest  home  1,500  square  feet.  The  average  (MODE)  lot 
size  in  the  area  was  11,200  square  feet  ( 1 42 *  x  79').  Displayed  on 
Table  1  are  the  structures,  lots,  and  their  respective  values. 

Assumptions. 

a.  The  shoreline  will  erode  inland  parallel  to  the  existing 
shoreline  at  the  rate  of  three  tenths  of  a  foot  per  year  beginning  at 
a  point  in  Lot  6  and  continuing  through  Lot  17  for  a  distance  of  700 
feet.  Erosion  in  the  remaining  study  area  is  insignificant. 

b.  The  shoreline  change  map  accurately  reflects  the  erosion 
rate. 

c.  The  city  of  Valparaiso  will  relocate  Bayshore  Drive 
approximately  50  feet  inland  from  its  existing  location  when  the  road 
is  impacted. 

d.  The  first  year  of  project  life  is  1990. 

e.  Any  significant  storm  could  immediately  erode  this  road  and 
make  the  road  impassable.  However,  based  on  the  long-time  erosion 
rate,  the  road  will  be  severely  impacted  by  1993  at  which  time,  the 
City/County  must  replace/repair  the  road. 

Without-Proiect  Condition.  Based  on  a  historical  shoreline  change 
map,  the  study  area  along  Bayshore  Drive  between  Lot  6  and  Lot  17  is 
eroding  at  an  average  rate  of  approximately  three  tenths  of  a  foot 
per  year.  Based  on  the  erosion  rate,  Bayshore  Drive  will  be  impacted 
in  1993  and  it  is  assumed  the  City  of  Valparaiso  will  rebuild  the 
road  and  utilities  inland  a  safe  distance  to  protect  against  erosion. 
Relocating  the  road  would  also  require  the  city  to  purchase  all  or 
portions  of  thirteen  residential  lots  and  seven  residential 
structures.  (Houses  on  lots  16  and  20  will  not  have  adequate 
setbacks  after  erosion  and,  thus,  were  included.) 

There  are  three  (3)  categories  of  expenditures  by  the  City  of 
Valparaiso  that  are  occurring  or  will  occur  under  without-project 
condition:  1)  Eroded  shoreline,  2)  Road  and  utility  relocation,  and 

3)  Traffic  diversion.  First  costs  were  discounted  to  present  worth, 
when  applicable,  and  were  then  converted  to  average  annual  equivalent 
values  at  8-7/8  percent  rate  of  interest  in  this  analysis.  Tables  2, 
3  and  4  show  the  calculations  for  the  three  categories  of  benefits. 

Eroded  Shoreline.  Through  the  use  of  a  shoreline  change  map  and  a 
manual  measurement  of  the  study  area  shoreline,  it  was  determined 
that  the  State  of  Florida  and  the  City  of  Valparaiso  will  lose 
approximately  200  square  feet  of  land  annually  due  to  erosion  at  an 
annual  cost  of  $700.  This  was  computed  by  multiplying  the  linear 
footage  of  the  area  eroded  by  the  erosion  rate  and  multiplying  that 
product  by  the  cost  of  a  square  foot  of  land.  Table  2  shows  the 
calculation  by  lot  (700  x  .3  x  $3*^5  =  $700). 
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ANNUAL  EROSION  BT  LOT 


LOCATION  ERODED  SHORELINE 


BAYSHOfig 

DRIVE 

ESTINATED 
LENGTH  OF 

SHORELINE 

ESTINATED 

SHORELINE 

ERODED 

ANNUAL  A/A  COST  OF 
EROSION  EROSION 

0.3  $3.12 

LOT  7 

100 

0 

0.0 

$0 

LOT  6 

90 

50 

15.0 

$51 

LOT  5 

105 

110 

33.0 

$113 

LOT  8 

100 

100 

30.0 

$102 

LOT  3 

70 

70 

21.0 

$72 

LOT  2 

(6 

70 

21.0 

$72 

LOT  1 

57 

60 

18.0 

$61 

LOT20 

65 

60 

18.0 

$61 

LOT  1 9 

61 

60 

18.0 

$61 

LOTI  8 

61 

60 

18.0 

$61 

LOTI  7 

97 

60 

18.0 

$61 

LOTIS 

120 

0 

0.0 

$0 

LOT15 

95 

0 

0.0 

$0 

SUBTOTAL 

1,093 

700 

210.0 

$700 

TOTAL 

1,093 

700 

210 

$700 

NOTB:  AVERAGE  ANNUAL  TOTAL  COSTS  ARE  SHORN  ROUNDED  TO  $100. 
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Road  Relocation  .  Four  (4)  subcategories  of  benefits  were  considered 
to  replace  the  road  when  it  becomes  undermined:  Road  relocation 
construction,  contingencies  for  new  road,  Residential  structures  and 
Residential  lots. 

a.  Road  Relocation  Construction.  In  1993,  (3  years  from  the 
construction  completion  date  of  July,  1990)  Bayshore  Drive  will  be 
impacted  as  the  slope  is  undermined  3*0  feet  cumulatively  from 
erosion  occurring  since  1983.  This  undermining  at  the  base  of  the 
slope  is  considered  to  create  a  landslide  which  will  damage  a  portion 
of  the  road  located  5.0  feet  inland  at  the  top  of  the  slope.  The 
MDO  Cost  Estimating  Branch  of  Engineering  Division  estimated  the  cost 
of  relocating  the  street;  water,  power  and  sewage  lines;  and  street 
lights  less  the  price  of  land  at  $157,000  plus  $26,000  for 
contingencies  to  total  $183,000.  This  cost  is  in  April  1989  dollars 
and  was  assumed  to  represent  values  for  October  1989.  The 
construction  costs  present  worthed  to  1990  total  $130,200  and  average 
annual  costs  over  the  project  life  at  8-7/8  percent  are  $11,800. 

Table  3  displays  the  computation. 

Contingencies  for  New  Road.  Land  needed  to  construct  the 
new  road  was  determined  by  lot  from  a  plat  map  on  which  the  new  road 
was  overlaid.  No  NED  Benefits  were  taken  from  the  costs  of  the 
purchase  of  new  road  land,  itself,  in  that  the  use  of  this  land  would 
change  from  residential  lots  to  public  road  right-of-way.  The 
economic  value  of  the  land  is  estimated  to  remain  the  same.  The  land 
for  the  new  road  would  still  have  to  be  purchased.  These  acquisition 
and  evacuation  costs  are  shown  in  footnote  1  of  table  3  and  total 
$12,000  (does  not  include  land  values).  The  above  costs  present 
worthed  to  1990  total  $9,300  and  average  annual  equivalent  costs  are 
$800. 


c-  Residential  Structures,  and.  Land  Values  for  Lots.  From  a 
local  map,  seven  structures  were  found  to  be  located  along  tne  40 
foot  width  of  the  right-of-way  to  be  used  for  the  relocated  road. 
Structural  values  for  these  residences,  their  lots,  and  vacant  lots 
were  determined  through  an  August,  1987  appraisal  and  a  subsequent 
update  in  1989  by  the  Mobile  District  Real  Estate  Division.  The 
structures  and  lots,  between  lot  6  and  16,  were  purchased  because 
either  the  structures  would  fall  within  the  relocated  road  and  would 
have  to  be  removed,  or  they  no  longer  met  the  set  back  limits 
required  by  the  city.  The  impact  of  the  new  road  on  lot  7  and  the 
structure  on  lot  15  was  considered  as  not  affecting  the  city 
requirement  and  contingency  costs  for  the  new  road  were  used  only. 
Present  worth  first  costs  of  structures  and  land  totaled  $842,700  and 
$311,200,  respectively.  Average  annual  costs  totaled  $75,900  and 
$28,000.  Calculations  are  displayed  on  Table  3* 

Traffic  Diversion.  In  February  1988,  the  Economic  Analysis  Section 
of  the  Mobile  District  Office  contacted  the  City  Manager  of 
Valparaiso,  Florida  to  determine  the  traffic  using  the  portion  of 
Bayshore  Drive  located  in  the  study  area.  It  is  assumed  that  this 
survey  is  valid  for  traffic  using  Bayshore  Drive  in  1993*  From  the 
City  Manager,  it  was  determined  that  the  direction  of  traffic  using 
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TABLE  4 


V&LP&RI ASO, FLi .  DPR 
ESTIMATED  VALUE  0?  THE  COST  OF 
TRAFFIC  DIVERTED  FROM  BATSRORE  DRIVE 


CATEGORIES  DAILT  ANNUAL  ANNUAL  TRIPS  IN  ADDITIONAL  COST  PRESENT  (ORTH  ROUNDED  INTREST  AND 
OF  TRAFFIC  NUMBER  I  OF  TRIPS  SO  DATS  MILES  PER  MILE  1993-1990  TOTAL  AMORI TAZATI OR 
OF  TRIPS  DATS  (16.7X)  TRAVELED  $0,133  0.774846  COST  0.03003 


RESIDENTIAL 

400 

365 

146000 

24382 

4849 

$645 

$500 

$500 

$0 

LUNCH/PICNIC 

600 

365 

219000 

36573 

7273 

$967 

$750 

$700 

$100 

SUMNER  RECR. 

600 

120 

72000 

12024 

2391 

$318 

$246 

$200 

$0 

MULTI -VEHICLE 

6 

36 

216 

36 

7 

$1 

$1 

$0 

$0 

REROUTE  RD.  COST 

0.27 

$12,690 

$9,833 

$9,800 

$900 

TOTAL 

1606 

886 

437216 

73015 

14520 

$14,621 

$11,329 

$11,200 

$1,000 

NOTE:  TOTAL  COST  AND  INTEREST  AND  AMORTIZATION  ARE  ROUNDED  TO  $100. 
COST  PER  MILE  ($.133)  IS  THE  VARIABLE  COST  OF  VEHICLE  OPERATION  USING 
COST  OF  OINIMG  AND  OPERATING  AUTOMOBILES  AND  VANS  1984  FROM  THE  U.S. 
DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION  ($.137).(HAINTANCE,GAS  AND  OIL,  AND  STATE 
AND  FEDERAL  TAXES)  UPDATED  VIA  THE  1988  MOTOR  VEHICLE  MANUFACTURES 
ASSOCIATION  OF  THE  U.S.. 

COST  OF  ROAD  LIFE  TO  IASHINGTON  AVENUE5  47000 
(OKLAOOSA  COUNTY  ENGINEER'S  OFFICB) 


D-8 


Bayshore  Drive  at  Magnolia  Avenue  was  equally  distributed  in  both 
directions  and  that  there  were  four  categories  of  traffic  using  the 
road.  Columns  1,  2,  and  3  on  Table  ^  show  the  categories  of  traffic, 
number  of  daily  trips  and  number  of  days  per  year  estimated  by  the 
City  Manager  for  the  vehicles  using  Bayshore  Drive. 

At  the  time  the  road  becomes  unusable,  the  traffic  will  be  rerouted. 
The  length  of  time  of  the  diversion  for  the  road  to  be  rebuilt  was 
estimated  by  the  Mobile  District  to  be  2  months.  The  additional 
milage  driven  from  the  rerouting  was  based  on  measurements  of  the  two 
routes  from  a  local  map.  The  route  under  existing  conditions,  was 
measured  starting  from  State  Hwy  397  at  the  northern  intersection  of 
Bayshore  Drive  going  in  a  southeasterly  direction  on  Bayshore  Drive 
to  Washington  Avenue.  A  second  measurement  was  also  made  of  the 
diversion  which  routed  traffic  on  State  Hwy  397  and  Bayshore  Drive 
going  south  on  Hwy  397  to  Washington  Avenue  and  easterly  to  Bayshore 
Drive.  The  distance  of  the  two  routes  was  .715  for  the  diversion  and 
•516  miles  under  existing  condition  or  a  net  increase  in  travel 
during  the  diversion  of  .199  miles  or  about  1,050  feet  longer  driving 
distance.  See  Figure  2. 

Table  4  shows  the  number  of  trips,  the  miles  traveled  while  the 
diversions  which  would  occur  in  1993  brought  to  present  worth  IN 
1990,  and  the  annual  cost  at  8-7/8  percent.  Also  shown  in  Table  ^  is 
the  additional  maintenance  cost  which  would  be  incurred  on  the 
diversion  route.  The  cost  to  the  rerouted  road  when  used  as  the 
diversion  (.715  miles)  for  2  months  was  based  upon  a  telephone  call 
in  February,  1988  to  the  Okaloosa  County  Engineer's  Office.  A 
representative  of  that  office  estimated  that  an  annual  cost  of 
$^7,000  would  be  incurred  per  mile  to  the  two  lane  (Washington 
Avenue)  area  measuring  approximately  .270  miles.  No  additional  costs 
are  expected  for  the  use  of  State  Hwy  397  (.^5  miles)  because  it  was 
built  to  sustain  heavy  automobile  traffic.  The  cost  of  the  diversion 
present  worthed  would  total  $11,200  which  equates  to  an  average 
annual  cost  of  $1000. 

With-Proiect  Condition.  Three  (3)  alternative  plans  were  considered 
for  the  study  area  along  Bayshore  Drive,  including  that  of  no  action. 
Consideration  of  no  action  does  not  provide  a  solution  to  the 
existing  erosion  problem,  and  therefore  is  not  considered  further, 
but  is  an  alternative  to  be  considered  against  structural  plans  in 
the  analysis. 

Two  structural  measures  were  considered  under  with-project  condition: 
a  stone  revetment,  Plan  1,  and  a  verticle  wall  timber  bulkhead  with  a 
riprap  toe  (Plan  2B) .  Each  measure  would  protect  the  entire  study 
area's  length  and  would  have  a  crest  elevation  of  3*0  feet  NGVD.  The 
placement  of  the  stone  revetment  or  the  timber  bulkhead  would  stop 
the  erosion  and  eliminate  the  need  to  relocate  Bayshore  Drive  and, 
therefore,  eliminate  the  need  to  acquire  land  and  structures 
associated  with  relocating  the  road. 
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Structural — PJ.an§ »  The  structural  plans  in  place  are  expected  to 
eliminate  the  erosion  occurring  to  the  shoreline  and  hence  the  need 
to  relocate  Bayshore  Drive.  Average  annual  benefits  accruing  to 
these  plans  are  the  savings  the  City  of  Valparaiso  would  realize  by 
halting  the  erosion  in  the  study  area  and  subsequently  eliminating 
the  need  for  relocation. 

Table  5,  displays  the  benefits  by  category.  The  total  benefits  OF 
$118,200  are  the  same  for  each  of  the  structural  plans.  Table  6 
exhibits  the  benefits  versus  the  costs  of  the  two  structural  plans. 
The  NED  plan  is  plan  1 . 
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